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But all of this is beginning to change,
particularly in Maryland, Reapportionment
has revitalized the Maryland legislature and
allowed it to come to grips with vital state-
wide issues.

The record of the last session of the Gen-
eral Assembly has been widely acclaimed.
Perhaps its most important action was to
enact the enabling legislation necessary to
convene this Constitutional Convention.

These signs of life in Annapolis are gain-
ing public attention and raising the prospect
of truly effective state government in Mary-
land. More and more competent and civic-
minded citlzens are being struck with the
idea of seeking public office in the state
legislature. Yet for most of them the deci-
sion to run is a difficult one, in light of the
present financial sacrifices required.

Because legislative salaries are so low, the
prospect of state legislative office means
severe financial sacrifice to the conscientious
person not blessed with independent wealth,
Many potentially excellent state legislators—
family men without private means—simply
cannot afford to seek and hold legislative
office. Others will inevitably decide that they
cannot afford to lose time from active and
promising private careers for public office
offering meager compensation. Our state can-
not afford to lose the legislative services of
these cltizens.

We must realize that legislating for Mary-
land’s welfare is no longer a part-time job
and we must pay our legislators enough so
that they can devote substantially all of
their energies to public duties. We must com-
pensate our legislators commensurate with
the great and growing importance of their
office. And we must begin to measure legisla-
tive compensation against the amount a
Senator or Delegate would expect from the
same time spent at his private occupation.
In 1964, attorneys nationally averaged almost
$14,600 a year. Even if we were only willing
to compensate a legislator as well as the
“average” attorney, Maryland would have to
;nora than triple the compensation of legis-
ators.
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This Convention must take the action
necessary to give hope of increased compen-
sation for our legislators, The draft consti-
tution takes a great step forward by remov-
ing the constitutional freeze on legislative
salaries. But I do not think this is enough
particularly in view of the popular rejection
in 1966 of a constitutional amendment to
the same effect, I believe the risk of the
draft proposal is not that our legislators
will give themselves too great a salary but
rather that the salaries they enact will con-
tinue to be too small. An astute legislator will
remember that in 1962 the Maryland elec-
torate rejected a constitutional amendment
to raise the legislative salary by $600 to
$3,000 a year.

By leaving to the General Assembly the
job of deciding legislative salaries, we ask
each legislator to evaluate his own worth
to the state—a task we do not ask of our
governor, our state judges, or, indeed, any
state officlal other than the legislator.,

I do not believe we should ask any man
in public life to set his own salary. I do not
believe that we can leave the General As-
sembly with the sole responsibility for setting
legislative salarles. Therefore, I propose a
device which will relieve the legislator of
the onus of determining what he ls worth.

I propose that the new constitution estab-
lish a Commission which would meet every
two years in order to review and set compen-
sation the state provides its leglslators and,
indeed, all statewide elected officials. I would
have the Commission selected from private
life by the Governor with the advice and
consent of the Senate. I would suggest that
the Commission have approximately fifteen
members and I would hope that they would
represent a broad spectrum of the com-
munity.

I believe that this Commission should
forward its recommendations on legislative
and other compensation to the General As-
sembly. These recommendations could be
raised or lowered by the General Assembly
but only by two-thirds vote of each House.

In setting legislative salarles, I suggest
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that the Commission be guided by the fol-
lowing general criteria:

(1) That legislative compensation should
be set at a level which would attract the best
qualified citizens to public service; and

(2) That legislative compensation should
be competitive with what legislators could
expect to receive for work of comparable im-
portance and responsibility in private life.

The notion of a citizen's commission to
study the adequacy of legislative and execu-
tive pay is not unknown to Maryland’s sister
states. Such commissions exist now or have
finished thelr ad hoc work in Colorado,
Georgla, Idaho, Illinois, Indiana, North Caro-
lina, Oregon, Utah and Washington. While
each of these commissions was created by
executive order or legislation, I believe we in
Maryland now have the opportunity at this
Convention to create a viable continuing
body to constantly reappraise the salary levels
of legislators and state-wide elected officials
to assure they are in line with rising living
costs and growing legislative bilities.

Such a commission would not be without
precedent in Maryland. The State Employees
Standard Salary Board (Maryland Code, Art.
64A, §§26-30) was first created in 1941,
although it was reorganized in 1953 and
again in 1956. The Board prepares and rec-
ommends to the Governor a pay plan for all
state employees to assure that comparable
salaries are pald for comparable duties, ex-
perience, responsibility and authority. In es-
tablishing rates of pay the Board must give
consideration to, among other things, pre-
vailing rates for comparable public and
private employment, living costs, and the
State’s financlal condition. If the Governor
accepts the plan, the plan has the force of
law at the enactment of the next State
budget if funds for the plan are provided in
the budget as enacted.

I have offered but a basic framework of a
Commission I consider a vital element of our
Constitution. Such a Commission has ample
precedent—both in Maryland and her sister
states. I urge you to give it every con-
sideration.

SENATE

Tuespay, OcToser 24, 1967

The Senate met at 12 noon, and was
called to order by the Acting President
pro tempore (Mr., METCALF).

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown
Harris, D.D., offered the following
prayer:

O God, our Father, we are grateful
for the unquenchable impulse for things
high and holy which Thou hast planted
within us, As in the heat and burden of
this epochal day we are called to serve
the Nation and all struggling humanity,
lead us for Thy name’s sake to the abid-
ing springs of fresh hope and confidence
for a better tomorrow, a new faith in
Thy goodness which faileth never, and
in the unrealized possibilities of Thy
erring children, in spite of the stupid
folly by which they have devastated the
good earth.

God the all-righteous one, man hath
defied Thee, yet to eternity standeth Thy
word.

We pray for fidelity not to shirk the
issues of these momentous days, Where
our deeds can help to make this a fairer
world, where our words can keep de-
spondent men on their feet, where our
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prayers can hasten the coming of a
cleansed social order in which Thy will
shall be done among men, let us speak
and act and pray.

We lift our prayer in the dear Redeem-
er's name, Amen,

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT—
APPROVAL OF BILLS

Messages in writing from the President
of the United States were communicated
to the Senate by Mr. Jones, one of his
secretaries, and he announced that the
President had approved and signed the
following acts:

On October 20, 1967:

S. 2310. An act to provide more effectively
for the regulation of the use of, and for the
preservation of safety and order within, the
U.S. Capitol buildings and the U.S. Capitol
Grounds, and for other purposes.

On October 22, 1967:

S. 2121. An act to extend the provisions of
the act of October 23, 1962, relating to relief
for occupants of certain unpatented mining
claims.

THE JOURNAL

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the Journal of the proceedings of Mon-
day, October 23, 1967, be dispensed with.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

LIMITATION ON STATEMENTS DUR-
ING TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE
MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that statements in
relation to the transaction of routine
morning business be limited to 3 min-
utes.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING
SENATE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that all committees
be authorized to meet during the session
of the Senate today.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr., MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senafe go
into executive session to consider the
nominations on the Executive Calendar.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore, Without objection, it is so ordered.




29744

NOMINATIONS PLACED ON THE SEC-
RETARY'S DESK—DIPLOMATIC
AND FOREIGN SERVICE

The legislative clerk proceeded to read
sundry nominations in the diplomatic
and Foreign Service which had been
placed on the Secretary’s desk.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, the nominations
are considered and confirmed en bloc.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the President
be immediately notified of the confirma-
tion of these nominations.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered

EXECUTIVE MESSAGE REFERRED

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore laid before the Senate a message
from the President of the United States
submitting the nomination of Frank W.
Lehan, of Glendale, Calif., to be an As-
sistant Secretary of Transportation,
which was referred to the Committee on
Commerce.

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
move that the Senate resume the con-
sideration of legislative business.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate resumed the consideration of
legislative business.

CALENDAR

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate pro-
ceed to the consideration of Calendar
Nos. 657 and 658.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection it is so ordered.

PAY AND ALLOWANCES OF CER-
TAIN MEMBERS OF THE ARMED
FORCES

The bill (H.R. 4772) to authorize the
Secretaries concerned to direct the ini-
tiation of allotments of the pay and al-
lowances of certain members of the
Armed Forces for the purpose of making
deposits under section 1035 of title 10,
United States Code was considered, or-
dered to a third reading, read the third
time, and passed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in the
REecorp an excerpt from the report (No.
673), explaining the purposes of the bill.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

PURPOSE
This bill would authorize the Secretarles

of the military departments to initiate allot-
ments for savings deposits for members of

the Armed Forces who have been captured or
are missing in action.
EXPLANATION

Public Law 89-538, which was enacted on
August 14, 1966, established a new savings
deposit program for members of our Armed
Forces. The objectives of the new program
were to provide an attractive savings program
for our troops overseas and to lessen an ad-
verse balance of payments by reducing ex-
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penditures of members of the Armed Forces
stationed overseas. The new law authorized
the President to fix a rate of interest at not
more than 10 percent per year. By Executive
order, the President prescribed an interest
rate of 10 percent annually compounded
quartely effective September 1, 1966.

The Missing Persons Act provides author-
ity for the Secretaries of the military de-
partments to continue to pay and allowances
of a person captured or in a missing status
as a result of active service. This act also
grants broad authority for the secretaries to
initiate, continue, discontinue, increase, de-
crease, suspend or resume payments of al-
lotments from the pay and allowances of
persons in a captured or missing status, but
there is no authority for the head of the de-
partment to initiate an allotment for a per-
son in a captured or missing status to par-
ticipate in the savings deposit program. This
bill would provide specific authority for the
secretaries of the departments to initiate al-
lotments for members of the Armed Forces
in a captured or missing status to particlpate
in the savings deposit program., The provi-
slons of the bill are broad enough to permit
the initiation of such allotments for mem-
bers of the Armed Forces who enter a miss-
ing status after the effective date of the
new savings deposit program.

COST

It is impractical to estimate the cost of
this bill but the Department of Defense in-
formed the committee that the increased in-
terest payments will not increase the budget-
ary requirements of the Department.

ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL DEVELOP-
MENT IN THE RYUKYU ISLANDS

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill (H.R. 4903) to amend the act pro-
viding for the economic and social de-
velopment in the Ryukyu Islands which
had been reported from the Committee
on Armed Services, with an amendment,
at the beginning of line 6, strike out
*$25,000,000” and insert “$17,500,000".

The amendment was agreed to.

The amendment was ordered to be en-
grossed and the bill to be read a third
time.

The bill was read the third time, and

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the Recorp an excerpt from the report
(No. 674), explaining the purposes of
the bill,

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

PURPOSE

The purpose of the bill as amended is to
increase from $12 million to $17,5600,000 the
amount authorized to be appropriated in
any fiscal year for obligation and expenditure
within the Ryukyu Islands for programs ap-
proved by the President.

BACKGROUND

Since the end of World War II the United
States has exercised full powers over the
Ryukyu Islands, of which Okinawa is the
largest. Before the war these islands were
an integral part of Japan. Following Japanese
surrender, they were treated as a separate
and distinct territory for the purpose of
occupation. Unlike Japan, where occupation
was carried out under Allied authority, the
occupation of the Ryukyus proceeded ex-
clusively under American control. While con-
trol has been restored to local institutions to
a large extent, the United States has over-
riding administrative authority and respon-
sibility.
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The treaty of peace with Japan that was
ratified by the Senate on April 28, 1962, pro-
vided for an administrative separation of the
Ryukyus from Japan and for the continued
exercise of all powers over the Ryukyus by
the United States. Under the terms of article
3 of the treaty, Japan agreed that it would
concur in any proposal of the United States
to the United Nations to place these is-
lands, as well as certain others, under its
trusteeship, with the United States as sole
administering authority, and that pending
such disposition “* * * the United States
will have the right to exercise all and any
powers of administration, legislation, and
jurisdiction over the territory and inhabi-
tants of these islands * * *.”

In Executive Order No. 10713, dated June
5, 1967, the President assigned to the Sec-
retary of Defense the responsibility for the
exercise of U.S. powers, subject to the ap-
proval and direction of the President. This
Executive order charged the Secretary of De-
fense with the *“development of an effective
and responsible Ryukyuan government,
based on democratic prineciple and supported
by a sound financial structure” and with
making “every effort to improve the welfare
and well-being of the inhabitants.”

In the budget of the United States for
fiscal year 1961 the President stated:

“® ® * gince a system of military bases
and other installations pertinent to the de-
fense of the Pacific area has been developed
in these islands, which are of critical im-
portance to the security of the free world,
it is expected that the United States will be
responsible for their administration for an
indefinite period.”

In a sense there are two governments in
the Ryukyu Islands. One is the local gov-
ernment of the Ryukyuans themselves. This
is called the government of the Ryukyu Is-
lands, The other government could be con-
sldered an extension of our own Govern-
ment to the Ryukyu Islands. This is called
the U.S. eivil administration of the Ryukyus.

LEGISLATIVE HISTORY

Public Law 86-629 provided a legal basis
for U.S. programs designed to promote the
development of the Ryukyu Islands. Among
other things, that law provided the following
authorities:

“(1) All fines, fees, forfeitures, taxes, as-
sessments and any other revenues received by
the government of the Ryukyu Islands are
covered into the treasury of the Ryukyu
Islands and are avallable for expenditure by
that government;

“(2) Revenues derived by the U.S. civil
administration of the Ryukyu Islands from
certaln designated sources are deposited in
separate funds and are available for obliga-
tion and expenditure in accordance with
annual budget programs approved by the
President of the United States; and

“(8) Not more than $6 million was author-
ized to be appropriated in any fiscal year
for obligation and expenditure in accordance
with programs approved by the President for
purposes specifically set out in the law.”

Public Law B9-629 did not substantially
change the situation that then exlisted in the
Ryukyus, but it gave legal sanction to a de
facto condition. It did, however, provide
speclfic statutory authorization for appropri-
ations made previously on the basis of treaty
authority.

Public Law 87-746 increased the amount
authorized to be appropriated in any fiscal
year for ald to the Ryukyu Islands from $6
million to $12 million.

CURRENT SITUATION AND COMMITTEE ACTION

Since 1962 the United States has been
working toward a goal of raising the levels of
public health, education, and welfare services
in the Ryukyu Islands over a perlod of years
to those obtaining in comparable areas of
Japan. Such programs in the Ryukyus still
lag behind those in Japan. But the com-
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mittee understands this has always been true
and there is evidence that the standard of
living of the Ryukyus has been substantially
increased during the perlod of U.S. adminis-
tration.

In response to our request, the Govern-
ment of Japan has increased its contribution
to the economic development of the Ryukyus.
It provided $16.1 milllon in fiscal year 1967
and has budgeted $25.8 million for fiscal year
1968. Although these amounts are larger than
the direct U.S. participation in programs for
public health, education, and welfare, the
committee belleves the U.S. contribution to
the development of the Ryukyus cannot be
accurately or fairly measured In terms of
direct aid alone. The United States has pro-
vided other forms of assistance to the econ-
omy of the Ryukyus. In fiscal year 1956, for
instance, U.S. expenditures entering the
Ryukyuan economy totaled $238.5 million,
including $20.6 million for the employment
of 60,000 Ryukyuans, $64.6 million in public
and private loans and investments, and $60.4
million in expenditures by U.S. personnel and
our nonappropriated fund activities.

One of the reasons the committee considers
it not inappropriate for Japan to make larger
direct payments for public health, education,
and welfare services in the Ryukyus Islands
is that the existence of U.S, military power
provides defense protection for Japan, as
well as for the Ryukyus. Without these ex-
penditures for defense by the United States
the Government of Japan and the govern-
ment of the Ryukyus would need to spend
large sums for defense.

The executive branch proposed ald to the
Ryukyu Islands In fiscal year 1968 of $19.6
million, $7.56 milllon more than the current
authorization. Of the $7.5 milllon of addi-
tlonal authorization, #$6.1 million was
intended for education programs, $1.2 million
for public works, and $0.2 million for eco-
nomic development—g5.6 of the £6.1 million
in educational programs was for the com-
pehsation of teachers, In reality, the United
States would have discharged this much of
teacher salary expense now being borne by
the government of the Ryukyu Islands, thus
making these funds of the government of the
Ryukyu Islands avallable. for other
improvements.

Okinawa, the largest Island of the Ryukyus,
is our most important military base in the
Far BEast and the United States has a large
financial investment there. The committee
recognizes the responsibility of the United
States for contributing to the welfare of the
people of the Ryukyu Islands, The committee
also was mindful of the fiscal importance of
reducing U.S. expenditures under clrcum-
stances now obtaining. Accordingly, the com-
mittee recommends a new authorization
ceiling of $17.5 million. Consequently, $2
million of the proposed $7.5 milllon in addi-
tional programs for fiscal year 1968 must be
postponed. Identification of the programs to
be reduced or postponed depends upon a
reevaluation of relative priorities,

COST

If appropriations are made in full against
the new authorization, enactment of this
measure would result in additional annual
costs of $5.56 million.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore laid before the Senate the following
letters, which were referred as indicated:
AMENDMENT OF TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE

A letter from the Under Secretary of the

Alr Force, transmitting a draft of proposed
legislation to amend title 10, United States
Code, to authorize an increase in the number
of permanent professors at the U.S. Military
and Air Force Academies (with an accom-
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panying paper); to the Committee on Armed
Services.
EcoNoMY IN GOVERNMENT

A letter from the Director, Administrative
Office of the U.S. Courts, Washington, D.C.,
expressing the urgency of legislation to carry
on the necessary expenditures of that Office
(with an accompanying paper); ordered to
lie on the table.

PETITION

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore laid before the Senate a resolution
of the Legislature of the State of Illi-
nois, which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Public Works, as follows:

[State of Illinois, 75th General Assembly]
SENATE RESOLUTION 178

Whereas, the rescue of Lake Michigan
from death through pollution being caused
by the oil and industrial waste being dumped
into it is the number one problem facing the
people of Illinois, and of Chicagoland par-
ticularly, today; and

Whereas, the State of Illinois, although it
has the greatest stake in preserving Lake
Michigan as a viable lake, is not the principal
source of the pollution being dumped into it
and is barred by the territorial jurisdiction
of other states and the power of our federal
government over navigable waters from ef-
fectively controlling most of the sources of
this pollution; and

‘Whereas, both bodies of this 75th General
Assembly have jointly and severally urged
Congress to enact legislation designed to
save Lake Michigan as a viable lake and a
priceless acset of all the people whose life
and livelihood are dependent upon its use-
fulness; and

Whereas, Senator Dirksen and Senator
Percy, our two senators from Illinois have re-
sponded to this pending disaster being in-
flicted on the people of Chicago and, Illinois,
Indiana, Wisconsin and Michigan, by intro-
ducing in the Senate on September 25, 1967,
Senate Bill 24567, which makes it a dangerous
offense to release oil in the Great Lakes;
therefore, be it

Resolved, By the Senate of the Seventy-
fifth General Assembly of the State of Illi-
nols, that we urge Congress to pass Senate
Bill 2457 recently introduced therein by Sen-
ators Dirksen and Percy concerning the re-
leasing of oil into Great Lakes waters, pro-
viding stiff penalties for violators and
charging the Secretary of Interior with its
enforcement; that we stress the emergency
that we feel 1s involved as to the well being
of the people of Illinols and others along
Lake Michigan’s shores; and be it further

Resolved, That the Secretary of State is
directed to transmit suitable copies of this
preamble and resolution to the President of
the Senate, the Speaker of the House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States and to all
the members of Congress from the State of
Ilinois.

Adopted by the Senate, October 16, 1967.

W. R. ARRINGTON,
President pro tempore.
Epwarp E, FERNANDES,
Secretary of the Senate.

CONVENTION ON THE INTERNA-
TIONAL HYDROGRAPHIC ORGA-
NIZATION—REMOVAL OF INJUNC-
TION OF SECRECY

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, as in executive session, I ask unan-
imous consent that the injunction of
secrecy be removed from Executive O,
90th Congress, first session, the Conven-
tion on the International Hydrographic
Organization, transmitted to the Senate
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today by the President of the United
States, and that the Convention, together
with the President’s message, be re-
ferred to the Committee on Foreign Re-
lations and printed for the use of the
Senate, and that the President’s message
be printed in the RECORD.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore, Without objection, it is so ordered.

The message from the President is as
follows:

To the Senate of the United States:

I am pleased to transmit to the Senate,
for your advice and consent, the Conven-
tion on the International Hydrographic
Organization, done at Monaco on May 3,
1967, and signed for the United States
on September 13, 1967. The general and
financial regulations annexed to the con-
vention are transmitted for your infor-
mation.

The convention provides a treaty basis
for the work of the International Hydro-
graphic Bureau, an association of 41
maritime states founded in 1921 to make
navigation easier and safer throughout
the world. The United States has partici-
pated in the Bureau since 1922, pursuant
to congressional authorization.

The primary task of the Bureau is to
coordinate the activities of national hy-
drographic offices, promoting uniformity
in their nautical charts and documents
and encouraging adoption of reliable and
efficient hydrographic surveying meth-
ods. It operates effectively in the field of
hydrography but has been hampered in
administrative matters through lack of
recognized status. The convention would
remedy this by establishing an interna-
tional organization, with juridical sta-
tus, within which the Bureau would con-
tinue to operate.

This scientific and technical associa-
tion provides an opportunity for inter-
national cooperation in the hydrographic
sciences and performs a valuable service
to maritime navigation. The convention
would facilitate and carry forward its
important work. I recommend that you
give the convention your early and favor-
able consideration.

LyNDON B. JOHNSON.

THE WHITE Housg, October 24, 1967.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. THURMOND, from the Committee
on Armed Services, without amendment:

HR.5894. An act to amend titles 10, 32,
and 37, United States Code, to remove re-
strictions on the careers of female officers
in the Army, Navy, Alr Force, and Marine
Corps, and for other purposes (Rept. No.
676).

By Mr. PROXMIRE, from the Committee
on Banking and Currency, without amend-
ment:

H.R. 1499. An act to provide for the strik-
ing of medals in commemoration of the 300th
anniversary of the explorations of Father
Jacques Marquette in what is now the United
States of America (Rept. No. 678).

By Mr. SPARKMAN, from the Committee
on Banking and Currency, without amend-
ment:

H.R. 10105. An act to provide for the strik-
ing of medals in commemoration of the 1560th
anniversary of the founding of the State
of Mississippl (Rept. No. 681);
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H.R. 10160. An act to provide for the strik-
ing of medals in commemoration of the 50th
anniversary of the founding of the American
Leglon (Rept. No. 680); and

H.R. 13212. An act to provide for the strik-
ing of medals in commemoration of the
200th anniversary of the founding of San
Diego (Rept. No. 679).

RE-REFERRAL OF H.R. 6167 TO FOR-
EIGN RELATIONS COMMITTEE—
REPORT OF A COMMITTEE (S,
REPT. NO. 677)

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, from
the Committee on Armed Services I re-
port H.R. 6167, a bill to authorize the
extension of certain naval vessel loans
now in existence, and a new loan, and
for other purposes.

The Senator from Arkansas [Mr. FoL-
BrRicHT] has requested me to have the
bill referred to the Foreign Relations
Committee in order that they might ex-
amine certain aspects of it. I have dis-
cussed the matter with him today over
the phone.

I ask unanimous consent that the bill
may be referred to the Committee on
Foreign Relations with instructions to
report back to the Senate within 14 days.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION
INTRODUCED

Bills and a joint resolution were in-
troduced, read the first time, and, by
unanimous consent, the second time, and
referred as follows:

By Mr. SMATHERS:

S.2574. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1954 to provide more equitable
treatment for U.S. export trade; to the Com-
mittee on Finance.

(See the remarks of Mr. SMATHERS When
he introduced the above bill, which appear
under a separate heading.)

By Mr. YARBOROUGH:

S5.2575. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of Agriculture under certain disaster condi-
tions to purchase hay and other feed in or-
der to provide for surviving livestock; to the
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry.

(See the remarks of Mr. YARBOROUGH when
he introduced the above bill, which appear
under a separate heading.)

By Mr, BROOKE:

5. 2576. A bill for the rellef of Antoinetta

D’Amico; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. JACKSON:

S.2577. A bill for the rellef of Angellki
Giannakou; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

By Mr. MONTOYA:

$5.2578. A bill for the relief of Yuen Hing,
Wong Hing, and Wu Fuk Ching; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. ANDERSON (by request) :

S.25679. A bill to amend the Enabling Act
of the State of New Mexico with respect to
miners' hospitals for disabled miners; to the
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare.

By Mr. SMATHERS:

S.2580. A bill for the relief of Joaquin G.
Serantes; and

B.2581. A bill for the rellef of Dr. Edmee
Serantes; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. TOWER:

8.J. Res. 118. Joint resolution to establish
a commission to study the poverty program;
to the Committee on Labor and Public Wel-
Tare.

(See the remarks of Mr. Tower when he
introduced the above joint resolution, which
appear under a separate heading.)
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PROPOSED LEGISLATION TO LIB-
ERALIZE SUBPART G OF INTER-
NAL REVENUE CODE

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I in-
troduce a bill, for appropriate reference,
which would modify sections 970 and 971
of the Internal Revenue Code.

This legislation has been formulated
as a result of the work of the Action
Committee on Taxation and Exports of
the National Export Expansion Council.
This committee submitted its report in
February 1966, and among its recom-
mendations was the following:

The complicated and restrictive rules for
obtaining tax benefits as an export trade
corporation under Sections 970, 971 and 972
of the Internal Revenue Code should be sim-
plified and liberalized. As a minimum step,
the limitations on the profits excludable
should be changed to one overall limitation
of 10% of gross receipts each year. Further-
more, an export trade corporation should be
allowed the benefits of these sections when
selling to a related corporation in a foreign
country provided that the related corpora-
tion resells the U.B. goods to an unrelated
trade customer.

The chairman of the committee, Carl
A. Gerstacker, has suggested to me that
it would be useful to cast this recom-
mendation in legislative language for
the purpose of encouraging further dis-
cussion of the possibilities which such
legislation may have for increasing U.S.
exports and improving the Nation’s bal-
ance of payments.

Generally, this bill proposes to liberal-
ize the restrictions imposed by subpart G
to the code in 1962, relating to “export
trade corporation” and “export trade in-
come.” A reading of subpart G suggests
that these provisions may be somewhat
complex and limiting.

The specific operation of the proposed
legislation is explained in a section-by-
section analysis which I ask unanimous
consent to insert in the REcorp at this
point in my remarks.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The bill will be received, and ap-
propriately referred; and, without ob-
jection, the section-by-section analysis
will be printed in the RECORD.

The bill (8, 2574) to amend the Infer-
nal Revenue Code of 1954 to provide more
equitable treatment for United States ex-
port trade, introduced by Mr. SMATHERS,
was received, read twice by its title, and
referred to the Committee on Finance.

The section-by-section analysis pre-
sented by Mr. SmMATHERS is as follows:

SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS

The sections affected by introduction of
the proposed leglslation—870-972—make up
Subpart G of the Internal Revenue Code and
orlgmated as a part of the Revenue Act of
1962 (26 U.S.C. 970-972; P.L. 834, 87th Cong.).

Generally, the 1962 Act subjects to current

U.8. taxation the forelgn income of “base
companies,” i.e. corporations which are af-

fillates of U.S. parent companies and are
headquartered in one foreign country while
selling to other foreign countries. The func-
tion of SBubpart G is to reduce the Subpart
F income subject to tax in the case of “ex-
port trade corporations” with “export trade
income” as defined by these sections,
SECTIONS OF THE BILL

Section 1. The first section of the proposal
would amend Sec. 970(a) (2) to eliminate the
overall limitation prescribed by the subsec-
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tion for all taxable years after January 1,
1867.

Section 2, This section would amend
970(b) to repeal the re-inclusion provision of
the sub-section for all taxable years after
January 1, 1967.

Section 3. This would make 1966 a perma-
nent base year for the computation of de-
creases in investments in export trade assets
dealt with by sub-section 970(c). The effect
of the proposal would be that a decrease de-
scribed by this Section would arise only if
the investment falls below the 1966 figure.
For example, if there were net increases in
investments of $5 million in 1967, and de-
creases of $1 million in each of the next four
years, there would be no Statutory decrease,
because the net Investment would remain
above the 1966 figure.

Section 4. This would allow the foreign
base company to resell to another related
party or affiliated company, as long as the
ultimate sale of the merchandise would be
to an unrelated party for purposes of use
and consumption. The application of this
section would be to so-called “super dis-
tributing companies” which might be dealing
with wholesalers in many countries.

Section 5. This section would amend sub-
section 971(d), which now requires that “ex-
port promotion expenses” can only qualify
for Subpart G exclusion if 90% of the ex-
penses were incurred in the United States,
and the 90% figure is met with respect to
each of the four separate categories of ex-
penses: salaries, rentals, depreclation, and
other ordinary and necessary corporate ex-
pense. The proposal would apply the 90%
test In an overall unitary manner.

Section 6. This section proposes an effec-
ilgvaeqdate. the tax year beginning January 1,

Mr. SMATHERS. In addition to the
proposal contained in this bill, there were
other recommendations in the Export
Expansion Council’s report, and there are
still others which are receiving the active
consideration of business groups and
Government agenecies. I hope that the
measure introduced today will widen
rether than narrow the alternatives
which are presently being discussed.

In this connection, the Small Business
Committee, of which I am chairman, has
long recognized the importance of stimu-
lating new exports by the more than 90
percent of the Nation’s manufacturers
and agricultural units which are small
businesses.

It has been reported that there were
12,000 U.8. firms engaged in exporting in
1960 and, by 1966, this figure had risen
to only 13,000.

Early this year the committee auth-
orized a series of field hearings designed
to interest all segments of American busi-
ness in assessing the potentials and prob-
lems of building export industries in re-
gional products over the next decade. The
first of these sessions was held in the
Pacific Northwest at Portland in May.
The second is scheduled for November
10 ana 11 in Mobile, for the gulf, and the
third on the St. Lawrence Seaway will
take place in Milwaukee on December 1
and 2, The fourth in the series, for the
North Atlantic, will be held sometime
next year, and I hope that we will be able
to hold the concluding hearings in my
State of Florida.

On the latter occasion, I believe that
we could examine the question of tax
incentives for exports, and develop some
balanced legislation which would have
the effect of affording practical benefits
to small exporters and proposed export-
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ers, and would be consistent with our
international obligations while at the
same time satisfying the Treasury De-
partment that any loss in revenues would
be minimal. :

In my opinion, legislation of this kind
is needed in view of the prolonged bal-
ance-of-payments deficit and the recent
shrinkage in our trade surplus. For the
past year, 1966, the balance on the ex-
port-import account fell to $3.7 billion,
the lowest such surplus since 1959. This
year, trade is looking only slightly better,
at about $4.5 billion—compared to a $6.7
surplus in 1964—and the overall deficit
appears to be worse. The Wall Street
Journal of August 17 reports that the
deficit for the first half of 1967 ran at a
rate of $2.1 billion, a substantially poorer
showing than the $1.4 billion the first 6
months of 1966. In an article in the
Washington Post, columnist Joseph
Slevin predicted this year’s deficit “would
match or exceed a 20-year high of $3.9
billion that was reached in 1959 and
1960.”

I have said on several occasions that
tax incentive and other measures to in-
crease exports were more positive and de-
sirable methods of improving the balance
of payments than the controls of capital
which others seem to favor.

In the months to come, I am looking
forward to having the Small Business
Committee cooperate with the depart-
ments, agencies, and business groups
concerned, in the interest of arriving at
an export incentive measure upon which
the Treasury Department, the Congress
and the business and industrial commu-~
nities can join foreces.

It is my hope that the combined efforts
of all who are working in this field will
result in the establishment of a sound
foundation for lasting progress in the
Nation’s export trade and balance of
payments.

I ask unanimous consent that the arti-
cles to which I have referred be included
in the REecorp at this point in my re-
marks for informational purposes.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

The articles presented by Mr.
SmATHERS are as follows:

[From the Wall Street Journal, Aug. 17, 1967]
PaymEeENTs DEFICIT WIDENED FROM 1966 IN THE

SECOND PERIOD—GAP AT SEASONALLY AD-

JusTED $513 MmiioN Was SLIGHTLY LESs

THAN FIRST QUARTER'S—LOANS TO FoOR-

EIGNERS CLIMBED

WasHINGTON.—The  U.8. balance-of-pay-
ments deficit stayed nearly as deep in the sec-
ond quarter as In the first and was much
worse than in the like 1966 period, the Com-
merce Department sald.

The overall deficit was a seasonally ad-
justed $518 million, the report sald, some-
what less than the $536 million in the first
period but considerably wider than the $122
million of the second quarter last year.

Despite further fattening of U.S. gains on
merchandise trade and some statistically
beneficlal transactions with other govern-
ments, the report showed that the total dol-

lar outflow continued excessive mainly be-
cause of dealings for which detalls aren't yet
available, including military, investment and
tourist outlays. In addition, bank lending put
more dollars into foreign hands for the first
time in a year.

In the first half of this year, the deficit ran
at an annual rate of almost $2.1 billion, a
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substantially poorer showing than the total
of less than $1.4 billion for all 1966,

The U.S. has a payments deficit when for-
elgners acquire more dollars than they re-
turn in all transactions. Those dollars ending
up in the hands of foreign central banks and
governments generally may be used to buy
gold from the Treasury at the fixed price of
$35 an ounce.

The deficit total reported by the depart-
ment doesn't clearly show the actual change
in foreign dollar holdings, though, because
it combines this sum with a change in U.S.
reserves and because it adjusts the dollar
changes to smooth out seasonal swings.

Without seasonal adjustment, the report
showed, foreigners ended the second quarter
holding $614 million more than at the end
of the first quarter. Dollars held by private
foreigners rose by $96 million, and those in
foreign official accounts rose by $518 million,

The reserves that the T.S. uses to cope
with such deficits, however, increased by
$410 million in the quarter. The U.5. gold
stock declined by #15 million, but automatic
ability to borrow foreign currencies from the
International Monetary Fund rose by $10
million, and the Government's ownership of
forelgn currencies rose by $424 million,

The unadjusted trend was “probably a
little worse” than in the first quarter, one
analyst sald, because of heavy purchases by
forelgn government accounts of certain se-
curitles with original maturities of a year
or more. Dollars put into such securities,
often bank certificates of deposit, cause a
“statistical improvement,” the report said,
because they don't count as part of the
deficit. However, they are roughly as real a
threat to the U.S. gold stock as dollars kept
in instruments of less than one-year ma-
turity, officials believe.

In the second quarter, forelgn official ac-
counts acquired $607 million of such deficit-
shrinking securities, almost double the $306
million of the first quarter, Investment in
such securities can be viewed as an indica-
tion that other governments don't intend
to cash in thelr dollars quickly for gold, of-
ficfals say, but the large amounts involved
make some officials wonder if the favorable
dealings ean continue for very long.

The basic favorable factor in the quarter,
officials said, was that U.S. exports rose to a
$30.9 billion seasonally adjusted annual rate
while imports slipped slightly to a $26.3 bil-
lion rate, so that the surplus on merchandise
trade alone mounted to a $4.5 billion annual
rate. The 1966 trade surplus totaled $3.7
billion.

Farm products accounted for most of the
U.S. export gain, the report sald, with lack-
luster economic growth in many European
countries and a decline in foreign-aid-fi-
nanced shipments to Asia working against a
broader gain. The relatively slack U.S. econ-
omy limited imports by reducing the need
for industrial materials and by inducing
many businesses to work down inventories,
the report said. Also, the excess capacity in
U.S. manufacturing let domestic companies
supply more of the nation’s needs, it added.

While banks remained well within the
guidelines set by the Federal Reserve Board
to limit their loan outflows to foreigners, the
report said that the adjusted net outfow
from their transactions was about $170 mil-
lion. This was the first increase in bank
credit to foreigners since the like quarter of
1966 and “probably reflected the easing of
money market conditions here,” the depart-
ment stated.

Altogether, capital movements for which
data are available were slightly on the favor-
able side in the second quarter after a net
outflow in the first, the department said. U.5.
investors on balance sold off existing forelgn
securities, and their purchases of new forelgn
issues declined elightly despite a “conslder-
able increase in purchases of Israell bonds.”
Net sales to foreigners of private U.S. secu-
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rities drew in some $350 milllon from abroad
after seasonal adjustment, compared with a
little more than $100 million in the first
quarter.

In another development, Treasury Secre-
tary Fowler said the U.S, dollar outflow
through transactions subject to the interest-
equalization tax was “very small” in the first
half, but he stressed that the questicn of
what tax rate to apply next is still open.

Under recently enacted legislation, the tax
on Americans' purchases of foreign securities
from forelgners was increased by 650%, with
President Johnson empowered on Aug. 30 to
keep it at its current level or set it at any
lower rate. The tax currently adds 22.5% to
the cost of foreign-stock purchases and 1.5
percentage points to the borrowing costs of
forelign bond issuers.

Previously, officials indicated that the tax
would be set in the upper end of the permis-
sible range. But Mr. Fowler didn't give any
hint of what will be decided.

The secretary stressed a recent narrowing
of the gap between U.S. and European inter-
est rates; this, other officials added, could let
a relatively low tax rate serve as a sufficient
deterrent. However, an opposite considera-
tion, they added, is that they hope U.S. in-
terest rates will be brought down soon by
President Johnson's income-tax increase pro-
posal.

Separately, the Internal Revenue Service
sald securities dealers considered “participat-
ing firms” and “participating custodians"”
under the interest-equalization tax law have
more time to file their “transition inventory™
statements. Companies that qualified before
Aug. 15, the IRS said, are being given an ex-
tension to Aug. 28 from the previous deadline
of Aug. 15.

[From the Washington (D.C.) Post,
Aug. 5, 1967T]
BALANCE-OF-PAYMENTS DEFICIT STILL RISING
(By Joseph R. Slevin)

Gold and dollars are pouring out of the
United States at a disturbingly rapid pace.

‘The critically important balance of pay-
ments deficit is going to be bigger this year
than it was in 1966. Top officials glumly say
that no substantial improvement is in sight,

Administration flash reports indicate that
the gold and dollar outfiow climbed to a $2.2
billion a year rate in the first half of 1967.
The total loss amounted to a markedly small-
er $1.4 billion last year.

Officlals hope that the second half of this
year will be somewhat better than the open-
ing six months but they frankly admit that
it could just as easily be worse.

The weakening of the U.S. payments posi-
tion comes as a fresh setback to President
Johnson's faltering campaign to balance this
country's foreign accounts, The deficit now
is surging above the $2 billion mark for the
eighth time in the past ten years and the
President’s goal of a surplus has been pushed
further into the future.

Actually, this year's real deficit will be
even bigger than the total that the Govern-
ment will report. The Administration uses an
assortment of gimmicks to dress up its pay-
ments accounts just as it uses them to make
its budget deficits look smaller. Informed
officials say the blunt truth is that the 1967
deficit would match or exceed a 20-year high
of $3.9 billion that was reached in 1959 and
again in 1960 if it were not for the Adminis-
tration’s sleight-of-hand,

The U.8. chronieally runs payments deficits
because it lends, spends, and gives away more
than it earns from overseas transactions. For-
eign countries take payment partly in gold
but mostly in dollars. They now have more
than $29 billion in claims that they theoreti-
cally could present for collection against the
shrunken $13 billion U.S. gold stock.

Secretary of the Treasury Henry H. Fowler
stresses that Vietnam is a major cause of

the worsening payments position., The U.8.
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is spending some $1.3 billion a year in Asia
to buy oll, cement, steel, food, and other
supplies that it needs for the war.

Vietnam costs are going up slightly less
swiftly this year than in 1966 but they still
are rising. Defense outlays in Europe and
elsewhere contribute to the deficit. So do new
business investments in foreign countries,
foreign aid, and the Increasingly heavy ex-
penditures of American tourists.

The Administration now plans to carry out
a full-scale review of the U.S. payments prob-
lem this fall,

European financial officlals are not happy
about the mounting flow of paper dollars
that they have been taking in settlement of
the U.S. deficits, The Administration will be
under heavy pressure to adopt a tougher
payments program unless the U.S. situation
suddenly improves.

The proposals to be considered will include
tourist spending curbs, foreign ald restric-
tions, controls on capital movements, and
firmer limits on the foreign operations of
American companies.

All have been discussed and rejected be-
fore. They are politically distasteful and they
run counter to the freer trade principles
that the U.S. advocates. But there is a grow-
ing conviction that the payments situation
cannot be allowed to deteriorate further.

AMENDMENT TO FOOD AND AGRI-
CULTURAL ACT OF 1965—TO SAVE
LIVESTOCK IN DISASTER AREAS

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, I
introduce, for appropriate reference, a
bill to authorize the Secretary of Agricul-
ture, under certain disaster conditions,
to purchase hay and other feed to be
provided for livestock.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The bill will be received and ap-
propriately referred.

The bill (8. 2575) to authorize the Sec-
retary of Agriculture under certain dis-
aster conditions to purchase hay and
other feed in order to provide for sur-
viving livestock, introduced by Mr.
YARBOROUGH, was received, read twlce by
its title, and referred to the Committee
on Agriculture and Forestry.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
when the immediate fury of a sudden
disaster has subsided, people in the dis-
aster area begin the salvage job. The sal-
vage job is always difficult, but in the
case of farmers and ranchers, the proc-
ess can be complicated. For example, a
flood will scatter cattle; some will be
stranded and some lost. A flood or a
blizzard can make it impossible for the
owner to get to cattle to feed them.

I had a personal experience in this
respect when I was In south Texas dur-
ing and immediately after Hurricane
Beulah. I inquired about the cattle losses.
The ranchers sald:

We don’t know, The cattle have floated
down the river. We hear that some got out of
the water and didn’t drown.

Bodies of drowned cattle were found
at various points, scattered by the floods.
It will take time to round up the cattle
and find out how many drowned and how
many are alive.

Federal law currently allows the Agri-
culture Stabilization and Conservation
Service, following a declaration of major
disaster, to furnish Commodity Credit
Corporation-owned feed grains free of
charge. It goes to the appropriate State
agency on a short-term basis for feeding
livestock stranded, unidentified, or com-
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mingled because of hurricane, flash flood,
or other sudden disaster. Such feeding
will continue until their owner can re-
assume responsibility for them. The CCC
has no funds to buy hay or mixed feed,
only grains.

Generally horses, sheep, or hogs can
handle stralght grain. Cattle need hay
or mixed feed.

In order to furnish mixed feed or hay,
the Secretary of Agriculture must nego-
tiate a contract with the Office of Emer-
gency Planning for funds with which
to buy it—after the declaration of ma-
jor disaster has been issued. By the time
this negotiation has been accomplished,
the cattle either have found feed for
themselves, have starved, or they are
weakened to such an extent that they die
of disease. Many that do not die are in
such bad shape that it might take up to
2 months to bring them back to predisas-
ter condition.

The Secretary of Agriculture can feed
people immediately without any of these
time-consuming delays. He should have
the same authority to feed cattle as he
does to feed people in the case where a
sudden emergency occurs—that is, with-
out a declaration of major disaster,
without any negotiation with the OEP.

Congress has been reluctant in the
past to allow the Secretary of Agricul-
ture to make donations without a decla-
ration of major disaster from the Presi-
dent. This is a wise policy whenever it
can be utilized without unwarranted
consequences. This policy is especially
suited to a situation where the disaster
builds up slowly, such as a drought. But
where the disaster occurs suddenly
such as a flood or blizzard, the delay
occasioned by waiting for the disaster
declaration can have ruinous conse-
quences. Even when the request from the
Governor is immediately forthcoming,
delay is still a problem, since the Secre-
tary cannot feed hay until he has nego-
tiated a contract for funds with the
OEP.

This livestock problem is common to
all the hurricane-prone States on the
Atlantic and the Gulf; the flood-prone
States on the Pacific; and the middle
and northwestern blizzard-prone states.

To remedy this situation, I propose
this bill to amend the Food and Agri-
culture Act of 1965. This bill would
amend title VII of section 709 by adding
a new subsection. It would authorize the
Secretary of Agriculture to use CCC
funds to purchase hay and mixed feed
and to make it available to livestock
that are in need due to sudden disaster
on a temporary basis. This hay and
mixed feed would be furnished without
charge to livestock that are stranded or
whose ownership is unknown or uncer-
tain because of such a disaster, The
Secretary of Agriculture could purchase
and feed this hay and other mixed feed
without the necessity of a declaration of
major disaster from the President and
without negotiations with the OEP.

BIPARTISAN STUDY OF THE POV-
ERTY PROGRAM: THE ECONOMIC
OPPORTUNITY COMMISSION ACT
OF 1967

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I intro-
duce for appropriate reference a joint
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resolution that would establish a bipar-
tisan Economic Opportunity Commission
to study the many aspects of the poverty
program and determine the degree to
which State and local public agencles
participate in such programs and activi-
ties. The measure places particular em-
phasis upon the community action pro-
grams and the degree of cooperation be-
tween local public agencies and commu-
nity action agencies and the policy and
procedures to be followed to encourage
local participation and cooperation, An-
other specific area of the study will be
the proper role of the Office of Economic
Opportunity and the executive depart-
ments of the Federal Government in the
administration of antipoverty programs.

The Commission itself is to consist of
12 members, four appointed by the Presi-
dent from private life; four appointed by
the President of the Senate, two from
the Senate, and two from private life;
and four by the Speaker of the House,
two from the House, and two from pri-
vate life. The appointments in each
category are to be evenly divided between
the majority and the minority parties.

Mr. President, the need for such a bi-
partisan study of this controversial pro-
gram and I stress the bipartisanship of
the Commission, is essential if we are to
have the facts before us in order that the
further activities of the poverty program
may be judiciously considered. I have
heard it often said in defense of the pro-
gram that perhaps no other new concept
in our Nation’s history has been more
studied and investigated. This is most
probably true; however, in the main such
studies have been conducted by the Office
of Economic Opportunity itself. We need
an objective inquiry into these activi-
tles to give us an unbiased account of
this entire field of operation.

The need for such a study is quite
clear; we are constantly hearing charges
that the entire program 1is being
carried out in a most inefficient man-
ner; these charges are answered by
claims that this is not so. The only thing
that we in the Congress have been able
to rely on thus far is the studies to
which I have referred. Self-introspec-
tion on the part of poverty program of-
ficlals will not suffice.

The results of this Commission’s work,
called for in my proposal, can only be
beneficial to the Nation. If it is proven
that the Office of Economic Opportu-
nity and other agencles are now per-
forming their functions well, then pub-
lic confldence, which is badly shaken,
can be restored. If on the other hand,
it is found that the program is being
run badly, as is feared by many, then we
in the Congress could correct these in-
equities and help the program to achieve
direction and real meaning for the Na-
tion's poor.

Mr. President, I would hope the Senate
would act swiftly on this matter. It is our
duty to see that any money spent by this
Government is money well spent and not
merely used as a political tool. Confi-
dence In our Federal programs must be
maintained.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The joint resolution will be re-
celved and appropriately referred.

The joint resolution (8.J. Res. 118) to
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establish a Commission to study the pov-
erty program, introduced by Mr. TOWER,
was received, read twice by its title, and
referred to the Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare.

CONTINUING APPROPRIATIONS
JOINT RESOLUTION, 1968—AMEND-
MENTS

AMENDMENT NO. 420

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware proposed
an amendment to the amendment of Mr.
Munpr (amendment No. 419) to House
Joint Resolution 888, which was ordered
to be printed.

(See reference to the above amend-
ment when proposed by Mr. WiLLiAMs of
Delaware, which appears under a sepa-
rate heading.)

AMENDMENT NO. 421

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware submitted
an amendment, intended to be proposed
by him, to the joint resolution (H.J, Res.
888) making continuing appropriations
for the fiscal year 1968, and for other
purposes, which was ordered to lie on the
table and to be printed.

(See reference to the above amend-
ment when submitted by Mr. WILLIAMS
of Delaware, which appears under a sep-
arate heading.)

AMENDMENT NO, 422

Mr. ALLOTT submitted an amend-
ment, intended to be proposed by him,
to House Joint Resolution 888, supra,
which was ordered to lie on the table and
to be printed.

(See reference to the above amend-
ment when submitted by Mr. ALLOTT,
which appears under a separate head-

ing.)

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF BILL

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that, at its next
printing, the names of the Senator from
Utah [Mr. BEnNeTT], the Senator from
Maryland [Mr, BREwsTER], the Senator
from Hawail [Mr. Fongl, the Senator
from Oregon [Mr. HarrierLpl, the Sena-
tor from Washington [Mr. JAcksoNl,
the Senator from California [Mr.
MurprHY ], the Senator from Illinois [Mr.
Percy], the Senator from Texas [Mr.
Tower], the Senator from Maryland
[Mr. Typmnesl, and the Senator from
New Jersey [Mr. WirrLiams] be added as
cosponsors of the bill (S. 2419) to amend
the Merchant Marine Act, 1936, with re-
spect to the development of cargo con-
tainer vessels, and for other purposes.

CORRECTION OF COSPONSORSHIP
OF BILL

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, on October
19, 1967, an error was made in a unani-
mous-consent request for the RECORD
in which the Senator from New York
[Mr. KenNepy] and the Senator from
Oregon [Mr. Morse]l were added as co-
sponsors of S. 2467. I ask unanimous
consent that the consent be withdrawn
and that, at its next printing, their
names be added as cosponsors of S, 2463
to amend the Social Security Amend-
ments of 1965 so as to eliminate there-
from certain provisions which deny hos-
pital insurance benefits to certain in-
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dividuals otherwise eligible therefor be-
cause of their membership in certain
subversive organizations or their prior
conviction of crimes involving subversive
activities, and for other purposes.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro fem-
pore, The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

WHY NOT HEED THE VIEWS AND
ADVICE OF GENERALS BRADLEY,
GAVIN, AND RIDGWAY?

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,
Gen. Matthew Ridgway was one of the
very great commanders of our Armed
Forces in World War II. I am proud to
say that I was a humble major in our
Army overseas, and he was my com-
manding officer. Later, General Ridg-
way became commander of the United
Nations forces in Korea following the
dismissal of General MacArthur, Subse-
quently, he was appointed Chief of Staff
of the Army. When holding hearings in
August on our policy in Vietnam, did the
Preparedness Investigating Subcommit-
tee of the Senate invite him to appear as
a witness? It did not.

General Ridgway is one of our most
experienced and outstanding military
leaders. It is noteworthy that his views
regarding the involvement by President
Johnson of hundreds of thousands of our
soldiers in a ground war in Vietnam coin-
cide with the expressed views of Gen.
Omar Bradley, one of our greatest World
War II field commanders and a former
Chief of Staff, and of Gen. James Gavin,
former Chief of Plans and Operations of
the Army. General Gavin, of course, is
one of the most brilliant strategic think-
ers of our Army and is a former Am-
bassador to France. Surely, these great
generals and their convictions that we
are waging the wrong war in the wrong
place and at the wrong time and that
what we are doing in North Vietnam
and in South Vietnam adds up to the
gravest mistake that any U.S. President
ever made should not and cannot be dis-
missed lightly, Their views certainly
should be considered.

Would any sane man claim that Walt
Rostow has had as much on-the-job
training as Gen. Matthew Ridgway, for
example? Could Dean Rusk wave off
with stern disdain that his knowledge
and his judgment are superior to the
knowledge, judement, and the sound ex-
perience of Generals Ridgway, Gavin,
and Bradley? At that, this list of gen-
erals, who were heroes and great leaders
In World War II and who are utterly
opposed to our Vietnam involvement,
could be considerably expanded, as
numerous other experienced and knowl-
edgeable retired generals and admirals
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consider our Vietnam involvement a
horrible blunder.

Gen, Matthew Ridgway months ago
publicly endorsed retired Gen. James
Gavin’s advice that we should imme-
diately cease the bombing of North Viet-
nam, that we should stop that bombing
without attaching any conditions, and
then withdraw our Armed Forces to
coastal enclaves such as Saigon and
Cam Ranh Bay and other Guantanamo-
like bases where our forces would have
the cover of our airpower and the sup-
port of our 1st and Tth Fleets. These gen-
erals are deeply dismayed, and they are
perplexed and dumbfounded over the
military course the leaders of the execu-
tive department of our Government have
been taking in Vietnam.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The time of the Senator has ex-
pired.

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. I ask unanimous
consent that I may proceed for 4 addi-
tional minutes.

Mr, MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senator
from Ohio may be permitted to proceed
for 10 additional minutes.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it {s so ordered.

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. General Ridgway

also responded immediately to criticism
of the enclave tactic. He said we have
been and are engaged in an enclave war
in Vietnam. He said this would continue
to be the situation until and unless this
administration undertook a foolhardy
invasion of North Vietnam by our ground
forces. Unthinkable as that should seem
to any sane-minded American, we hear
more and more talk of the possibility of
a land invasion of North Vietnam by
our forces and by the friendly forces, so-
called, of South Vietnam-—although, I
may say parenthetically, they are too
friendly to fight even on their own soil
in South Vietnam, where they do no
fighting, let alone to fight in North Viet-
nam.
General Ridgway is the author of a
book on the Korean war, recently pub-
lished, and in that book he makes it
crystal clear that he is dismayed by and
opposed to our involvement in the Viet-
nam civil war. Furthermore, he is appre-
hensive at the sound of volices such as
Dean Rusk’s, or as he stated:

Influential volces assuring us that China
would not dare make a move against us.

He expresses wonderment and doubt
that our military planners could be lulled
by faulty reading of the Communist
Chinese mind.

It is evident he has an acute recollec-
tion that his then commanding officer in
the Korean fighting, General MacArthur,
ignored the intelligence furnished him by
our Air Force that the Chinese had some
hundreds of thousands of men of their
armed forces on the northern bank of the
Yalu and were about to invade North
Korea. General MacArthur scornfully
disregarded the Air Force intelligence
and accepted the intelligence and confi-
dent assurances of the Central Intelli-
gence Agency and of the Army that
our troops could safely advance north-
ward in North Korea to the Yalu, and
that the Chinese would not cross the
Yalu and attack.
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General MacArthur was so deceived by
the CIA and Army intelligence, he an-
nounced that the war in Korea had been
won and the boys would be home by
Christmas. The next day the Chinese at-
tacked. MacArthur's two armies were
caught in the strategically unsound posi-
tion of having a mountain range cutting
his forces in two. The forces of the United
Nations were hurled back and we Ameri-
cans suffered thousands of casualties in
the terrible days and nights of fighting
that followed.

General Ridgway recently called atten-
tion to the fact that although we Ameri-
cans controlled the air over the entire
Korean peninsula, General MacArthur
acknowledged our inability to isolate the
battle area by air bombardment and our
inability to choke off the flow of rein-
forcements and supplies to the south
from North Korea. General Ridgway
stated in Vietnam results have repeated
this lesson. Rails and bridges are re-
paired and functioning within a few days
of a bomb attack. Infiltration routes have
not been cut off. Yet, there is more and
more clamor for saturation bombing of
North Vietnam in an effort to cut off
North Vietnam from the south. He says
that effort is bound fo fail.

Finally, it is evident to General Ridg-
way that President Johnson and Secre-
tary Rusk are intent on total victory in
Vietnam and not a diplomatic settle-
ment. This means an all-out war. Gen-
eral Ridgway believes, and he states:

The ending of an all-out war in these
times is beyond imagining . . . It may mean
the turning back of clvilization by several
thousand years, with no one left capable of
signalling the victory.

It is said that President Johnson,
more than any other President, has a
fine habit of telephoning to secure & con-
sensus, or in other words, the benefit of
the views and advice of those he calls, It
seems strange indeed that apparently he
has never telephoned General Ridgway.
General Ridgway was asked this very
question. He responded quietly, “No, I
haven't been in Washington lately.”

This question and answer were of more
than a year and a half ago. Since that
time a hundred thousand of the finest
young men and the best trained and best
equipped ever fielded by any nation for
war have been killed or wounded in Viet-
nam. The hour is late, but it is not too
late. I urge that our President seek the
advice of Generals Ridgway, Bradley,
and Gavin. It would be well, too, were
the members of the Senate Preparedness
Investigating Subcommittee to call these
three generals into an executive or pub-
lic session of the subcommittee to learn
and benefit from their experience, ex-
pertise, training, and knowledge.

SIMCHATH TORAH

Mr. MAGNUSON, Mr. President, the
nearness of Simchath Torah, the Jew-
ish holiday, reminds of the great asset
to all who love freedom that those of
Jewish extraction and faith have been.

One can point to their service and
devotion in government at all levels.
Their faith and practice of democratic
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principles. Their understanding and
leadership in science, medicine, and the
arts. Their total commitment to free-
dom around the globe.

These qualities remain largely unused,
frustrated, and unfulfilled in Commu-
nist lands, led by Russia.

Russia stubbornly refuses to let them
leave but gives them little incentive to
stay. Responsible positions in govern-
ment are denied them. Synagogue doors
are closing. Yiddish schools are no more.
Jewish works are not published. Jewish
spirits have been dimmed.

‘We are not talking about a handful of
people. There are roughly 3 million per-
sons of Jewish extraction in Russia.

Certainly their brothers throughout
the world grieve for them. But they are
not alone. The rest of us grieve too.

Our free world could use this talent,
and this spirit and awaits the day when
Russia either stops this oppression or
lets those of Jewish extraction rejoin
their fellow freemen.

FIRST AMERICAN FISH EXPOSI-
TION—ADDRESS BY SENATOR
EENNEDY OF MASSACHUSETTS

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I had
the pleasure of going up to Boston this
past week to participate in the First
American Fish Exposition, sponsored by
the Boston Globe. Mr. Davis Taylor, pub-
lisher of the Globe, was president of the
exposition, and Boston attorney, Mr.
Richard Sullivan, was executive director.

Unlike many boat shows and exposi-
tions I have attended over the years, this
one was dedicated entirely to the com-
mercial fishing industry and, in my judg-
ment, it was an event of consequence and
a tribute to the sponsors and those who
participated.

I was particularly proud, Mr. Presi-
dent, of the number of firms from my
own home State who felt that this gath-
ering of the commerecial fishing industry
was important enough to travel them-
selves and bring their exhibits the great
distance necessary to be present. To me
it was important that our Pacific coast
people—manufacturers, suppliers, and
fishermen—were joining with those on
the Atlantic to make the exposition a
success.

On Friday evening a banquet was held
and the senior Senator from Massa-
chusetts, Senator Epwarp M. KENNEDY,
made an address on the need for a pro-
gram of rebirth for America’s fishing in-
dustry, a subject and theme upon which
I have often risen to discuss on the floor
of the Senate. Senator KENNEDY'S Te-
marks were well received by those pres-
ent and I am confident that he made a
contribution toward unity within the
fishing industry which is sorely needed.

Although we appeared on different
days at this first exposition and had
no contact as to subject, it was par-
ticularly interesting and significant to
me that the themes we presented were
unusually similar. It was with extreme
regret that I was unable to attend the
Friday banquet when Senator KENNEDY
presented his program, but in studying
his message I am pleased that we enjoy
a dedication of common purpose toward
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helping the fishing people and industry,
which I refer to as “America’s First.”

Mr. President, I spoke of the need for
unity, and before asking unanimous con-
sent that his remarks be included in the
Recorp at this point, may I emphasize
his closing statement. Senator KENNEDY
said—and the statement is a clear legacy
to America’s commercial fishermen, At-
lantic, Pacific, gulf, or wherever—of the
late President John F. Kennedy:

There must be a national voice, speaking
clearly for the fishing industry. For only in
this way will the industry's future be proud
of its past.

I ask unanimous consent that Senator
KenNEDY'S speech be included in the
RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
MontoYA in the chair). Without objec-
tion, it is so ordered.

The speech ordered to be printed in the
REcoRrD is as follows:

A PROGRAM FOR THE FUTURE OF THE
AMERICAN FISHING INDUSTRY

(By Senator Epwarp M. KENNEDY before the
American Commercial Fishing Exposition,
Boston, Mass., October 13, 19867)

In recent times—most strongly in the last
twenty years—the tides of fortune have
turned against the American fishing industry.
Let me clte a few examples.

In 1948, U.S. fishermen caught about 4.6
billlon pounds of fish, and in 1966 caught
about 4.3 billion pounds. In 1948, this ecatch
supplied 80 per cent of the flsh eaten in this
country; in 1966, it supplied only about 40
per cent. In the meantime, the U.S. has
grown to become the world’s foremost im-
porter of fish and fish products, at an annual
value of nearly $750 million, These are not
statistics of a growing industry—they are
statistics of an industry lying dormant in
the face of determined foreign competition.

A 1966 survey of the U.8. commercial fish-
ing fleet showed that, of the nearly 14,000
documented vessels, the average age was
twenty years, the average length less than
70 feet, 92 per cent had no refrigeration fa-
cilities, B4 per cent did not have hydraulic
winches, 77 per cent did not have radio di-
rection finders, and 48 per cent did not have
radlo-telephones. These are not statistics of
a modern fleet—they are statistics of an ob-
solete, outmoded fleet whose owners are
unable to finance the high costs of modern-
ization.

The yearly per caplta use of fish for the
table in the United States is 10.5 pounds;
for beef the per capita use is 104 pounds;
for pork it is 58 pounds and for chicken
36 pounds. These are not statistics of an in-
dustry which aggressively markets {te prod-
ucts—they are the statistics of an industry
which lacks the power that organization
brings.

In 1963 the Russians caught 50 million
pounds of fish in waters off the coast of
New England; in 1964 they caught 1656 mil-
lion pounds. In 1964, landings at the Boston
Fish Pler totaled 106 million pounds; in
1966, they totaled only 89 milllon pounds.
These statistics tell the story of one nation
bent hard upon expanding its fishing Indus-
try, and of another nation letting it die.

These Indicators of how far from its peak
our domestic industry has fallen may be a
cause of alarm. But they should not bring
a feeling of hopelessness,

For there is hope, We have the knowledge.
We have the means. We have the desire. We
have the dedication,

What we need Is a program and a deter-
mination to bring about the rebirth of the
American commerclal fishing Industry.

This kind of rebirth is essential. It can




October 24, 1967

mean new jobs to fishermen and processors.
It can mean new orders to shipyards and
suppliers. It can mean the rebullding of our
port facilities. It can mean more and better
food to the hungry people of the United
States and all the world. It can mean added
tax revenues for our hard-pressed municl-
palities.

And it can mean that the faded reputa-
tion of the American fishing industry can be
restored—a reputation which dates from the
time when the swift schooners of Gloucester
marked the crest of world fishing ability and
knowledge.

A program to bring about the rebirth of
the American Commercial fishing industry
must focus on each link of the chain sus-
taining the industry—the fish, the fisher-
men, the processors and the marketers. Each
link is necessary to a sound industry and
overlooking any of the four can be fatal to
our success,

I propose a 10-point program for the re-
birth of the Industry.

THE FISH

The waters where fish breed and feed must
be protected from destruction, and the fish
stocks themselves must be protected from
the dangerous pressures of overfishing.

First, estuaries. If any single place can be
called the cradle of the world’s fish, it is
estuaries, where fresh and salt waters meet.
But in the last ten years, more than 55,000
acres of estuaries on the East Coast of the
U.S. alone have been filled in, dredged out,
or rulned, With the disap e of each
acre goes a storehouse of food for fish and
shellfish, and a place where most fish spend
a part of their life cycles. The catch of sea~
food which is dependent on estuaries
amounts to nearly four billion pounds a year,
and brings over $300 milllon annually to
fishermen. Early this year I introduced a bill,
S, 605, to give the Interior Department au-
thority to protect vital estuaries from de-
struction. The House is nearing completion
of its work on a similar bill, H.R. 25, and I
am confident the Senate will act this session
on a companion measure. This is a vitally im-
portant measure for the fishing industry,
and I am hopeful that its members will be
energetic in supporting 1t.

Second, the Anadromous Fish Conserva-
tion Act. We must continue our efforts under
this Act and continue to protect the spawn-
ing grounds of those fish which are born,
spawn and die in fresh water, but who ma-
ture in the salt water. The salmon, the her-
ring—these fish are vital to American fisher-
men, and they and others must be protected.
I will propose legislation mnext year to
strengthen this act.

Third, international agreements. We must
be very aggressive in seeking mutual agree-
ments with other countries on the best
methods of preventing over-fishing and the
consequent depletion of fish stocks. For ex-
ample, we have an agreement with Russia
on limiting the size of vessels her fishermen
use in the waters off the Pacific Northwest,
and also on thelr fishing in certain areas
technically beyond the 12-mile jurisdiction
of the U.8. A delegation from the U.S. will
travel to Russia on November 13, as Sena-
tor Magnuson mentioned on Wednesday, for
the final phase of negotiations on similar
matters for the waters off the Northeastern
states—the Grand Banks, Georges Bank,
Stellwagen Bank, Nantucket Shoals, and
others. Senator Magnuson also discussed
in detail the need to construct interna-
tional agreements on the annual catch of
various specles, and I subscribe fully to the
need both for the agreements themselves
and, even more important, for an effective
policing machinery.

Fourth, the fishing grounds. We all know
of the disastrous effects on fish of using ex-
plosives for off-shore oll exploration. We all
know of the thousands of nets torn when
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snagged on underwater refuse. We all know
of men injured or killed when unexploded
bombs dragged up in nets suddenly explode.
And we all know of the sludge, garbage and
other wastes and refuse dumped into the
sea. We continue to dump refuse into the
ocean at the risk of ruining forever the fish-
ing grounds themselves and the fish which
use them.

The Marine Sanctuaries Study Act of 1967,
S. 2416, of which I am a sponsor would au-
thorize the Secretary of the Interior to survey
and study which specific underwater areas
should be preserved and protected from ex-
ploitation or dumping. If passed, this would
help guarantee that our prime fishing
grounds are not destroyed or forever dam-
aged, but continue to produce the fish they
always have.

Fifth, research. We must continue our
basic research into fish spawning, migration,
feeding hablts and resilience to heavy fish-
ing. The Bureau of Commercial Fisheries, the
National Science Foundation, the Sea Grant
Colleges, the Office of Naval Research—all
these and more are financing studies in this
field, and they are increasing our fund of
knowledge daily. Last year’s creation of the
Cabinet-level National Council on Marine
Resources will mean that for the first time
the various research programs will be closely
coordinated, and this can only mean better
information for the fishing industry. I will
request of this Council that a mechanism be
set up whereby the members of the fishing
industry themselves will have a voice in what
research that is done. :

In short, there are a few existing efforts
almed at protecting the waters and the fish
underway, but they need to be both expanded
and supplemented by measures presently
pending in Congress.

THE FISHERMEN

Sizth, the fishing fleet. On September 18th
of this year, I introduced, as part of the
proposed Fisheries Development Act of 1967,
an amendment to the Fishing Vessel Con-
struction Subsidy Act of 1964. My amend-
ment would change the subsidy rate for
construction of new fishing vessels to a flat
50 per cent, and eliminate time-consuming
paperwork involved in obtaining compara-
tive bids from foreign shipyards. This can
eliminate the bottleneck in the program, a
bottleneck which is clear in its statistics:
from December, 1964, through June, 1967,
only 56 subsidy applications were approved
and only 22 contracts were actually let. This
program activity is far too small to have any
major impact on our outmoded fishing fleet,
and it is the reason I believe the subsidy pro-
gram must be amended., Furthermore, I will
introduce legislation in thils session of Con-
gress to provide more favorable loan terms
under the Fisheries Loan Program.

Seventh, the fishermen. Another provision
of the Fisheries Development Act would cre-
ate a Fisheries Extension Service in the Bu-
reau of Commercial Fisheries. This extension
service could prove a milestone in the devel-
opment of modern capabilities in America's
flshermen, just as the extension service of
the Department of Agriculture did for Amer-
ica’s farmers. Vast amounts of information
on fishing techniques, currents, bottom ty-
pography, and so forth are generated by the
more than twenty government agencies in-
volved in oceanography, but they are not
correlated or gathered in any single loca-
tion. This is where an extension service would
be useful—it would provide the means for
a port extension officer, or teams of port ex-
tension officers, to brief fishermen on new
developments.

A companion to this extension service, also
provided for in the Fisheries Development
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financing the purchase and demonstration of
advanced equipment.

Eighth, state laws. Presently, regulation of
the fisheries is governed by a welter of over-
lapping and contradictory state laws, which
were In many cases developed years ago and
never brought up-to-date, The Fisheries De-
velopment Act calls for a comprehensive
study of state laws and regulations, designed
to give us the information we need to proceed
to & common sense, instead of haphazard,
regulation of the fisheries.

In ghort, we need to overhaul what little
machinery we have to help the individual
fisherman increase his knowledge and his
capabilities, through education, and to up-
grade his ship, through assisting in construc-
tion costs.

THE PROCESSORS AND MARKETERS

Fishermen can bring their catch to the
pler, and the catch can be unloaded—but
there must be a major new effort to develop
a national marketing campaign for fish and
fisheries’ products if the rebirth of the in-
dustry s to reach its potential.

Ninth, cooperatives and marketing agree-
ments. Under Title IT of the Fisheries Devel-
opment Act, fishermen and fish processors
would be encouraged to band together in vol-
untary, dues-paying organizations for the
joint advertising of marketing of their prod-
ucts, and would be exempted from the anti-
trust laws If they did so. Similar legislation
exists for farmers, and it is, to my mind, one
reason why the agriculture industry's per-
formance in marketing has far outstripped
the fishing Industry’s.

Formation of cooperatives and marketing
groups has proceeded faster on the West and
Gulf Coasts than on the East Coast. This may
reflect only the traditional individualism of
the Yankee, but it hurts the fishing industry
of the Northeast, and I urge my fellow Yan-
kees to follow in the steps of their Southern
and Western colleagues. As the Department
of the Imnterior has pointed out, only 10 per
cent of American fishermen belong to co-
operatives, but they produce 20 per cent of
the marketed seafood.

Tenth, fish protein concentrate. Another
important step for the processors and mar-
keters of fish is the development of new prod-
ucts, Main among these must be fish protein
concentrate, which can create a whole new
processing industry as well as open up whole
new markets. Last year the Congress author-
ized funds for the construction of one and
the leasing of another plant for the commer-
cial production of FPC. These plants, when
operational, can be dramatic evidence of what
FPC will mean to the industry and to the
consumer,

In August I proposed an Amendment to
the Foreign Ald bill which authorized $2.5
million to encourage the use of FPC in the
devoloping nations of the world. Specifically,
the Amendment, which passed the Senate
August 16 and the House a week later, would
provide for dlet introduction studies and
demonstration feeding programs in Asia, in
Latin America, and in Africa. In the short
run, the Amendment will mean that AID
will purchase $1 million worth of FPC on the
American market, and will include FPC in
food shipments overseas. In the long run,
wide-spread use of FPC in our foreign ald
program could help transform the fishing in-
dustry, by providing a market for fish now
discarded. This would mean work all year,
without seasonal fluctuation, and conserva-
tion of our fisherles resources, by providing a
wider range of useful specles.

But we must do more research into the
means of producing FPC If we are ever to
realize its full potential. Another provision
of the Fisherles Development Act would in-
crease the funds avallable for research and

Act, is a program of Federal technical ist
ance grants. These grants should be used to
demonstrate the power of new technology by

develor t into the means of reducing
whole fish to FPC, research which is badly
needed and which should proceed quickly.
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Presently, only one process of the three basic
types—physical, biological and chemical—is
approved, but I believe this to be only a tem-
porary situation. When one looks at the
world’s race against the clock of hunger, one
comes to the inescapable conclusion that we
should be doing, today, all the research we
can so that when our budgetary restraints
are less severe we could move swiftly into
the production of this Invaluable substance.

In short, we must urge our processors and
marketers to take advantage of the strength
of unity and the power of new products.
Then, and only then, will the consumer re-
spond to fisheries products with the same
enthusiasm as he does to agricultural
products.

The ten specific points I have just cited
can provide the nucleus of a program for the
rebirth of the fishing industry, but they will
do so only if the voices of the industry—of
the fishermen, of the processors, of the un-
ions, of the management, and of the mar-
keters—are heard in Congress in favor of
them.

At present, the National Fisheries Institute
speaks as a national voice for the industry,
but it cannot do so with the authority or
decisiveness of some other national organiza-
tions. The reason is plain: The industry has
never thought it needed a powerful, unified
voice. I would like to take lssue with this
complacency by citing a few examples of its
result.

Many U.S. fishermen favor the establish-
ment of import quotas on groundfish. But
the importers, also members of the fish in-
dustry, are against quotas because 1t would
deprive them of their livelihoods, Similarly,
New England ground fishermen were in favor
of extending the territorial fishing limit from
three to twelve miles in 1966, while their
colleagues in the Gulf of Mexico and on the
Southern West Coast were not, fearing re-
prisals from foreign governments whose shore
waters they fished. The difficulty of estab-
lishing priorities among these conflicting po-
sitions would greatly ease if there were a
single, national voice for the industry.

Further, I think the formation and opera-
tion of such & national assoclation would
have an immediate effect on the programs
available to help the fishing industry and
on the funds avallable under these programs.
I urge all members from all parts of the in-
dustry to resolve their differences, and to
join forces In the common cause—for the
cause itself is too important to be stalled by
small differences.

A last area I would like to discuss is the
troublesome one of Import restrictions. The
figures do indeed show a steep rise in im-
ports, as BSenator Magnuson explored In
depth on Wednesday. And they show specific
instances in which fishermen and businesses
have been hurt by the iImports. It is small
wonder, then, that sentiment in the indus-
try favors broad restrictions on imports of
foreign fish and fish products.

It 1s my own feeling that we should take
this step only as a last resort. I belleve that
we, as a nation, can compete equally with
any other nation in the world provided that
our equipment is up-to-date and efficlent.
That 18 why the thrust of my efforts has
been to develop programs of assistance for
the development of a vigorous industry, for
the introduction of new techniques, and for
the construction of new vessels. I belleve In
the strengths of American Industry and en-
terprise, and belleve that if our commercial
fishing industry is reborn that we will re-
capture the business our fishermen have now
lost to foreign competition.

But because there s a long lead-time in-
volved in reconstructing our fleets and un-
dertaking a large program of publi¢ educa-
tion, there may well be a need for a bill of
the type Introduced by Benator Wayne
Morse, to 1imit groundfish imports.
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In closing, let me emphasize that the need
for a regeneration of the fishing industry as
a whole should transcend the needs of the
component parts, and that only through a
strong national association can the program
be enacted.

The first Chapter of the Bible admonishes
man to “have dominion over the fishes of the
sea.” But we never will, so long as our ships
are outmoded and our knowledge slight, We
must put our knowledge and our capabilities
to work, as we never have before.

There must be a national voice, speaking
clearly for the fishing industry. For only in
this way will the industry's future be as
proud as its past.

THE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENCY
SHOULD BE TREATED WITH
RESPECT

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, in
this morning’s mail I received a copy
of a WTOP editorial by Jack Jurey
which I think is worthy of the attention
of the Senate. Mr. Jurey, in a few words,
compresses a lot of meaning in what he
has to say. In part, he says:

President Johnson, for one, doesn't de-
serve the cruel things sald about him the
last couple of days.

I have been somewhat disturbed by the
vilification and obscenities which have
been hurled in the direction of the Chief
Executive, the scorn heaped on the Pres-
ident, the demonstrations against Lady
Bird and other acts which I think are
beneath the dignity of the people who
have the right to redress differences
through petition and the ballot box. It
is my very strong belief that the right
of dissent guaranteed under the Con-
stitution should always be allowed, but
that right does not entail license, an-
archy, or a breaking of the law.

Insofar as the Office of the Presidency
is concerned, it should be treated with
respect and courtesy, and that applies
to the individual who happens to hold it
at a given time, In other words, all Pres-
idents, who only hold the office tempo-
rarily, should be entitled to the respect
which the permanent Office of the Presi-
dency calls for and is entitled to.

The President is trying as hard as he
knows how to find an honorable way out
of the difficulty in which we find our-
selves in Vietnam. He has not succeeded
to date but that does not mean his efforts
will diminish. We may agree or disagree
with him, but certainly we ought to be
aware of the fact that he is seeking an
honorable way out; that he will continue
to do so; and that, in so doing, he is rep-
resenting the will and the desire of the
American people as a whole no matter
how they may be designated. Mr, Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
editorial previously referred to be
printed at this point in the Recorp.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

DEMONSTEATION AS AN ARGUMENT

This is & WTOP Editorial.

The United States is a country bullt on the
principle that the more people argue about
public issues, the more informed their final
decisions are likely to be. What we saw here
in Washington over the weekend In the
peace demonstration was a kind of argument
conducted for the most part with dignity
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and within the limits of the law. Of course,
among the many thousands who assembled
there was a core of people intent on making
trouble for the sake of trouble itself. This
minority got in a few licks at the Pentagon,
was restrained and eventually dispersed.
Those militants didn’t achieve anything;
their only result was to tend to discredit
the whole protest effort.

Now that it's all over, what's been proved?
Not very much, we think, that wasn’'t known
before. Very few wars are popular and the
Vietnam war is more unpopular than most.
It is inconclusive, bloody and apparently
interminable. The premises on which it is
being fought can be subjected to severe in-
tellectual challenge. But the men at the top
level of government who are gulding the war
are not bloodthirsty ogres. They are mortal
men looking for an honorable way out of a
desperate dilemma. President Johnson, for
one, doesn't deserve the cruel things said
about him the last couple of days. His crities
are quick to condemn our policy, but the
alternatives they offer are apt to be fuzzy,
fuzzy-minded or both,

Vietnam should be a matter of public de-
bate because that’s how this country oper-
ates. It would be nice, however, if that debate
could deal with some of the hard gquestions
that need answering: how, for example, do we
control the process of escalation and how do
we disengage without doing serious injury to
our own Interests and those of the South
Vietnamese who have joined with us?

These are not easy matters. They will not
be solved by easy slogans. Nor, certainly, by
peacenlks who fancy that an assault on the
Pentagon is in some way an assault on the
heart of the problem.

This was a WTOP Editorial, Jack Jurey
speaking for WTOP.

THE COPPER INDUSTRY STRIKE

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, it
appears that the strike in the auto in-
dustry has been settled. It appears that
the strike involving the steel haulers has
been settled. However, in the copper in-
dustry there is a strike which has been
in existence now for more than 100 days.
There is no solution in sight, and the
segment of our economy affected includes
many of our Western States, and, inci-
dentally, States in the East and Middle
West which have fabricating plants.

Over the pasf several weeks, my dis-
tinguished colleague, the Senator from
Montana [Mr. METcaLF], and I have met
with members of the union and with
Steelworkers Union representatives in
Washington, at their request. We have
met with Secretaries McNamara, Wirtz,
and representatives of Secretary Trow-
bridge, at the suggestion of the Presi-
dent; and we have also met with the
chairman of the Anaconda Co.

We reported back to the people of
Montana the results of all of these dis-
cussions and have urged the people we
represent, as well as the Anaconda Co.,
to get together and to stay with the sit-
uation until an agreement is reached.

But, I find myself rising, once again,
to stress the serious economic situation
posed by the current national copper
strike. Now in its 15th week, the strike
is characterized by stalled negotiations,
a dwindling but evidently a sufficient
national supply of copper, higher prices
for fabricators, reduced income for
workers and companies, and a serious
curtailment of State income in States
like Montana.
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Only a plentiful reserve of copper has
permitted negotiations to drag out to this
point. But reserves are shrinking, as re-
flected in constantly rising prices for the
metal. It is my earnest hope that both
sides will redouble their efforts to reach
an agreement.

There continue to be suggestions that
if the parties to the dispute do not re-
solve their differences, the Federal Gov-
ernment will step in. As I have pointed
out repeatedly—most recently in a floor
statement last Monday, and before that
in Montana—I feel it would be a mistake
at this time to invoke the Taft-Hartley
Act. If no agreement were reached dur-
ing the 80-day period, the strike would
resume in the middle of winter. I say
again that it is the responsibility of the
parties to the dispute to resolve it—and
get on with the business of bringing a
measure of prosperity back to the af-
fected regions.

M. President, an article entitled “Art
of Nonbargaining: Copper Strike,” pub-
lished in today’s Wall Street Journal,
‘explains the dilemma posed by the strike,
and I ask unanimous consent to have it
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

ArT OF NONBARGAINING: COPPER STRIKE

(By Michael K. Drapkin)

The copper industry strike is in its 16th
week, and the casual observer is entitled to
assume that this prolonged shutdown is a
product of the clash of two strong interests as
they come to grips with economic issues.

But the casual observer wouldn't be quite
correct. The closedown of this important
metals industry in a dispute between copper
producers and, essentially, the United Steel-
workers of America, has endured this long
and 1s likely to continue a good while longer
precisely because the two sides haven't come
to grips with economie issues.

Meanwhile, most copper capacity, plus
some lead and zinc facilities, is closed. More
than 42,000 workers are off their jobs in a
dozen states. Seven Western states, notably
Utah where an estimated 7% to 10% of the
work force is idle, are taking a severe eco-
nomic pounding.

For the first half ‘of the fiscal year that
began July 1, Utah cut by 4% the budgets of
some state agencies as a result of lost reve-
nue, Montana and Arizona have imposed
emergency ‘‘temporary” taxes to make up
for funds not flowing into state tills.

Utah officlals estimate the strike is costing
$288,000 daily in lost wages. They say $67,000
to $100,000 a'day is being lost in state and
local taxes. The strike is eating into the na-
tion's supply of copper, much of which goes
for defense purposes, though users still seem
to have good stocks.

Why the two sides haven't come to grips
with the issues is a matter of conjecture. It
seems clear that neither the industry nor the
Steelworkers union is in any hurry to get the
mines open. Whatever their motives, just how
they've been going about avoiding the task of
doing some honest-to-goodness negotiation
for more than three months should be in-
structive for that casual observer in the art
of labor-management non-bargaining.

STILL FAR APART

The original strike deadline was July 1,
but the contract with elght copper companies
was extended by the USW and 17 other
unions to July 15. The extension hardly
seems to have been necessary, since the two
sides were nowhere near reaching any agree-
ment. They're still far apart.

Not that they've been as far apart as the
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labels that each side put on their offers and
demands might indicate. That's one reason
they've been able to avold knocking heads on
the issues. The different method each side
uses for evaluating its own position and that
of its adversary has muddled up the dispute
e:::'lt before haggling over the terms could
5 .

Copper makers presented offers that they
said amounted to wage-and-benefit increases
of about 50 cents an hour over three years.
The union countered with demands that it
didn’t publicly label, but which it was under-
stood to value at around $1.20 an hour over
three years.

Ostensibly this was a simple enough,
though sizable, bargaining gap. But the in-
dustry and union have made it much more
complex. The companies, for instance, say
the union’s original demands would really
cost $2 an hour, maybe $3. And the union
figures the companies are really offering only
40 cents. What little talking there has been
{and until the last few weeks, there has been
extremely little) has centered around arguing
that the other side isn't offering as much,
or demanding as little, as it claims.

A key factor in this inability to agree on
what the disagreement amounts to is the
concept of “impact,” sometimes called
“creep” by copper industry officials. This in-
volves the eflect of any wage Increase on
certain labor costs directly tied to wage rates,
such as overtime pay. The companies insist
that this can boost the cost of a wage pack-
age by 20%. The union says such reasoning
i1s highly questionable.

In any event, the two parties successfully
resisted for some time getting beyond this
argument over definition. Even when the
union and Eennecott Copper Corp. were
pushed into more consequential discussions
by Utah Gov, Rampton three weeks ago, the
argument remained—and a new one of sim-
ilar character cropped up,

The USW scaled down its demand to what
it said amounted to about 99 cents an hour.
More like $1.57, said Kennecott. Not only did
it ignore “impact,” the company said, but
union figures on pension improvement costs
were 15 cents an hour too low. Kennecott thus
accused the USW of reneging on its promise
to detail a 99-cent demand.

For nearly two weeks, platoons of cost ac-
countants haggled over whose methods were
more up to date until, finally, the parties
reached an agreement: Not to settle the total
contract dispute nor on the valuation of each
side’s position, nor even which pension ac-
counting system was correct. Kennecott sim-
ply agreed to supply some “underlying data,”
while the USW promised to “do some more
work” on its pension costing.

“That point could have been cleared up in
two hours, much less two weeks,” says one
Utah government official.

Meanwhile, whenever Federal or state
government people tried to move the bar-
gaining ahead, the two sides reacted angrily.
One official publicly relayed the union’s pro-
posal to ask for 99 cents an hour, and
Kennecott assailed him for “endorsing” the
union’s valuation of its demand.

““THAT'LL surr us"”

At a negotiating sesslon early this month
between the union and Eennecott, a Federal
mediator made several suggestions and com-
ments until a union representative asked him
to keep silent. He then sald, “That's fine
with me. In fact, I won't leven come to to-
morrow’s sesslon.” The reply: “That’ll suit
us.” Last Thursday the Kennecott-USW talks
broke down amid recriminations by each side
that the other wouldn't bargain in good faith,

And Utah Gov. Rampton, who has been in-
sistent that the parties get together more
often and get down to business when they do
meet, has been clubbed a couple of times by
Eennecott.

Once, for instance, the governor predlcted
the eventual settlément would fall within 10
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cents of 75 cents an hour, about halfway be-
tween the union’s demand of 99 cents and
Kennecott's offer on June 7 of 50.8 cents.
“Both the company and the union know
this,” he said, “and yet neither will come
closer than 24 cents to this, even though
they know they have got to move toward a
central position.”

Kennecott quickly sald the governor “had
absolutely no authorization on the part of
the company to make any statement con-
cerning a company attitude as to an area in
which this year's negotiations might be set-
tled.”

One breakthrough opportunity seemed to
appear a week ago, when locals of the Steel-
workers and several other unlons reached a
settlement at small Pima Mining Co., valued
by the company at 76 cents an hour over
three years. (Some industry analysts say the
cost of the package is closer to $1; while com-
panies tend to boost union estimates of de-
mands during negotiations, they often scale
down settlements to show a victory.)

About 500 members of various locals at an
Anaconda Co. mine in Nevada then offered to
accept identical wage and fringe benefits,
but Anaconda quickly squashed the proposal
as too costly, saying the miners would be
offered an agreement like the one finally ar-
rived at in talks at main Anaconda bargain-
ing with the USW.

The union called the Pima agreement an
example of “realistic collective bargaining”
that it hoped would be “duplicated” by the
bigger companies. Union officlals sald some
“real give and take” led to the settlement.
But the companies say Pima's operations
aren't comparable to those of the bigger
concerns.

Why this reluctance to get down to cases,
after three months of strike? The reasons
are far from clear, “I know there's something
not above board, but I don't know what it is.
Maybe history will record it, I can’'t,” says
one government official.

The union charges that the companies are
stalling things so that the strike will start to
pinch the nation enough to force the Gov-
ernment to avoid resisting a price increase
once the contract is settled. The industry
says the USW won't be reasonable until it
gets its previously stated goal of Industry-
wide bargaining, instead of the current com-
pany-by-company talks; the union says it
wants uniform wages and benefits, but
doesn’t care that much about industrywide
bargaining.

It's quite posaible that internal conslidera-
tions bear on the length of the strike. One
industry man says the slow pace of talks
stems mainly from “power struggles” in both
the union and company ranks. “We both
know we're going to have to compromise, but
other things will have to be settled first.”

YOUNGER 'AND MORE FLEXIBLE

At the companies, industry sources say, a
numbper of younger men who have recently
fllled executive positions are more ineclined
to compromise, but considerable say-so still
lies with the older, less flexible industry
lenders. As for the union, the copper concerns
at least insist that the USW is taking an es-
peclally hard line beeause it wants to show
the other unions and its new mining mem-
bership that it's tough. The union eould also
be flexing its muscles in advance of the 1968
steel bargaining, The Mine, Mill and Smelter
Workers Union, which previously bargalned
separately with the copper industry, merged
with the USW just prior to the current strike.

One state government official believes both
sldes think they can get a better settlement
if the Federal Government steps in than in
collective bargaining: This is always problem-
atical, of course; frequently, unions think
they don't get as much when the Govern-
ment supervises a settlement, and companies
often belleve they're forced fo glve away too
much that way.
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The two parties have been able to put off
hard-core negotiations because the nation's
supply of copper, plus that avallable abroad,
has proved to be surprisingly large. When
the pinch comes, the picture is likely to
change, especlally if the Government decides
it better move. Until then, the strike goes
on—as the two sides artfully dodge any op-
portunities for settling it.

Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Montana yield?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield.

Mr. METCALF. I heartily concur with
the remarks of my distinguished col-
league. Collective bargaining must be just
that: Collective bargaining., The people
who are confronted with these problems
at the start have to sit down and bargain
together, The United Auto Workers, for
instance, had hundreds of various shop
rules in conflict but they sat down with
the company and worked them out and
finally reached a solution. We have had
complete failure, in the copper strike, of
these people gefting together.

Kennecott got together only after Gov-
ernor Rampton, of Utah, knocked some
heads together and said, “You have got
to sit down and bargain.”

But even that failed. Even talking
about the same program in the same lan-
guage, the United Steelworkers, after
Governor Rampton suggested that they
come in with a counter offer, sald that
they would come in with something un-
der $1.

As pointed out in the article published
in the Wall Street Journal, which my col-
league has placed in the REcorp, it was
99 cents so far as the steelworkers were
concerned, and around $1.50 so far as
the company was concerned. Now surely
they could resolve the conflicts, when the
auditors come in. In a few hours they
should negotiate them. They should sit
down and work them out.

There can be no collective bargaining
when someone sits in one corner and
someone in another and they will not
meet together.

The Pima settlement should be the pat-
tern for the settlement of the whole cop-
per industry. The Anaconda Co. in Utah
has about the same numbers, about the
same problems, and about the same
working conditions as Pima. They should
have been started and we should have
had a cascading settlement after the
Pima agreement was reached.

Kennecott has stated that there is no
pattern at all, that there is no reason
whatever to continue collective bargrin-
ing. Therefore we still do not have
anything.

Anaconda, Kennecott, and Phelps
Dodge should do just as the Ford Motor
Co. has done and just as the truckers
have done. We do not want to tell them
what their settlement should be, but they
should sit down and make collective bar-
gaining work, or the people of America
are going to get so tired of it that they
will step in and take it over.

Let me say one word about the Taft-
Hartley law. One of the unfair features
of the Taft-Hartley law is the proposi-
tion that an injunction can be sought at
any time.

We should have provided in the Taft-
Hartley law, of course, that when the
public interest becomes involved during
a strike, the Federal Government should
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step in and state, “We want an injunc-
tion early in this strike.” It would be
most unfair for us to come in now and
say, as a matter of public interest, after
100 days of a strike, that we should in-
voke an injunction of 80 days under the
Taft-Hartley law, which would be around
the Christmas holidays, and then strike
all over again in the middle of winter,
especially in Montana, and then have to
go through this process all over again.
I hope that we do not look to the Taft-
Hartley law. I know that we have a suf-
ficient supply of copper to take care of
our military needs. I wish that the peo-
ple at Anaconda, Kennecott, and Phelps
Dodge, and the United Steelworkers
would start to negotiate, and instead of
the art of nonbargaining, demonstrate
the art of bargaining collectively.

I thank my colleague for yielding to
me.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I agree with my
colleague about the inadvisable use of
Taft-Hartley in this situation. If it is
ever going to be invoked, it should be in-
voked at the beginning of a strike and
not after it has gone on for 3 or 4 months.
Its nullifying effect is so evident as to
make it practically worthless.

So far as the Government is con-
cerned, to the best of my knowledge, and
I think I speak with a degree of author-
ity, there will be no release of copper
from the stockpile, and there is no inten-
tion on the part of the Government to
interfere otherwise in the present strike.
It is our hope and the hope of all of us in
the copper-producing States, especially
in Montana, that the process of free col-
lective bargaining between the compa-
nies and the unions will operate as it
started to operate briefly in Buite on
Tuesday and Wednesday of last week.

It is my understanding that at the first
meeting there were in excess of 100
union representatives from all over the
country as well as officials from Ana-
conda. I believe it would be better if
fewer union officials met with the com-
panies concerned, I believe it would be a
good idea if the officials of the Mediation
and Conciliation Service were used as
go-betweens. But I do want to say that
in the interest of the people whom we
represent, the time is long past due when
both the companies and the unions met
around the negotiating table, operating
on a day-to-day basis and, if need be, on
a 24-hour basis, in order to achieve a
settlement before winter steps in. Only
in that way can the difficulties which
have confronted the people of Montana
for over 100 days now be alleviated to
some degree.

The fact is, we are losing many good
people, people who are going to the coast
and elsewhere. We do not want to lose
these Montanans but a number, I under-
stand, have nevertheless departed the
State; a factor that alone demonstrates
the grave effect this impasse is having.

Mr. METCALF. Again, the most im-
portant thing for the unions in the cop-
per industry and for the executives of
the copper industry to do is to sit down
and negotiate and settle this strike. There
is no work in the management of that
business, and in the management of
union affairs, more important than to
negotlate, as my colleague has stated,
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24 hours a day if need be, in order to
reach a settlement.

This business of meeting only 1
hour a week is nonsense. It is destroying
the economy of many States and it is
destroying the whole process of collective
bargaining.

Mr. MANSFIELD. It is up to the
unions and companies, not to the Federal
Government, to settle this strike, and to
settle it on the basis of free collective
bargaining.

A NEW CRISIS IN THE MIDDLE EAST

Mr, JAVITS. Mr. President, I rise to-
day to say a word about a new crisis in
the Middle East.

The Middle East and a nervous world
face a new crisis today over the sinking
this past weekend of Israel’s destroyer,
Elath. This violent breach of the cease-
fire, following other outbreaks of sporadic
fighting on land, sea, and in the air, could
well shatter in a tragic Instant the
tenuous truce in the area.

I hope very much that Israel will re-
strain a very understandable military re-
action in force since a new round of
full-scale warfare could seriously endan-
ger efforts to effect a peace, However, if
Israel exercises such restraint, the other
nations, especially the major powers,
must face up to their responsibilities and
at once,

First, negotiations for a peace settle-
ment cannot now be deferred. It is the
duty of the United States and the other
major power members of the Security
Council of the U.N. to press for such
negotiations promptly. As peace negoti-
ations demand concurrence of the
parties, direct negotiations between
Israel and the Arab States are really the
only way; true peace cannot be imposed
from outside by third parties. Since Israel
is in possession of territories the Arab
States wish to have returned, the United
States and the other powers should be
able to bring the Arab States to some
form of direct negotiations at this time.

Second, the Soviet Union must be
warned that its crash program of rearm-
ing the United Arab Republic and other
Arab States—not only in quantity but
with the latest in advanced sophisticated
weaponry—has again reached a peril
point of endangering world peace. This
needs to be sald openly and publicly by
the United States in and outside of the
United Nations.

Since 1948, the peace of the Middle
East has been shattered by three full-
scale wars between Israel and the Arab
States, plus innumerable skirmishes, bor-
der raids, terrorism, economic warfare,
boycotts and blockades, propaganda and
diplomatic assaults. How long world
peace can survive under these conditions
and under sudden emergencies like the
attack and sinking of the Elath is just too
dangerous to risk.

A massive and aggressive effort, espe-
cially of U.S. diplomacy, is urgently re-
quired. Considering the posture of both
Israel and the Arab States, a formula for
at least undertaking negotiations can be
found. The only way, in my judgment, to
supersede the new crisis atmosphere
clearly indicating a resumption of hos-
tilitles is by peace negotiations between
the principal parties and an end to the
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Soviet-spurred arms race in the Middle
East. The hour is late; let us not hold off
decisive action until it is beyond recall.

I ask unanimous consent to have 2
additional minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

CLEAN AIR: OUR MOST BASIC
RESOURCE

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I call at-
tention to a fine, 14-page report recom-
mending a five-point program on clean
air, by the Republican Coordinating
Committee, and ask unanimous consent
that it should be printed in the REcorp
as a part of my remarks.

There being no objection, the report
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

CrEaN Amm: Our Most BaAsSIC RESOURCE

The principal sources of air pollution are
the combustion processes which lie at the
heart of many of our most vital industries
and services—transportation, heating, elec-
tric power, and incineration. Indeed, a com-
pletely combustion-free soclety would be
most primitive. We must realize that pollu-
tion is a by-product of our highly developed
economy, and learn to think of the cost of
adeguate control measures as a price we pay
for enjoying an advanced standard of lv-
ing.

The harmful effects of air pollution are
numerous and widespread.

Statistical and laboratory evidence appears
to link & number of respiratory diseases such
as emphysema, bronchitis, asthma, and pos-
sibly lung cancer with concentrations of alr
pollution. For example, the lung cancer death
rate in large metropolitan areas 1s twice the
rural rate, even after full allowance is made
for differences in smoking habits. Sclentists
believe that this may be explained in part
by the higher levels of air pollution gen-
erally found in urban centers,

Levels of carbon monoxide found in heavy
traffic may reduce driver alertness and reac-
tion time and correspondingly increase the
probability of automobile accidents. In each
of six cities where recent measurements were
made in traffic, at least 10 percent of the
samples exceeded what is considered to be a
safe concentration of carbon monoxide.

Photochemical smog and other obstruc-
tions to vision caused by pollution can be
physically irritating, and often hamper the
safe operation of motor vehicles and air-
craft. The Civil Aeronautics Board reported
six alreraft accidents in 1962 in which smoke,
haze, sand, or dust was listed as a contribu-
tory cause.

Air pollution damages crops and vegeta-
tlon. For example, in New Jersey pollution
injury to 36 commercial crops has been re-
ported, and in parts of Florida orange trees
have been severely damaged.

Alr pollution disasters occur—given un-
favorable weather conditions which permit
the build-up of unusually high concentra-
tions of pollutants. Six major episodes ac-
companied by death and disease have been
recorded over the past generation.

Although complete scientific explanations
of the relation of air pollution to specific
health effects and other harmful occurrences
are not in every case avallable, the evidence
does point to air pollution as a matter which
should today be a major concern of all Amer-
icans and is & major concern of the Repub-
lican Party.

Today’s problems of atmospheric pollution
will in the future become more severe and
the incidence of harmful effects will increase
apace unless appropriate actions are taken.
This is portrayed graphically by the follow-
ing projections of increased activity over the
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next decade among the major sources of
pollution:

The number of motor vehicles on our high-
ways—autos, buses and trucks—will increase
from 90 million to 120 million.

Output of electrical power will more than
double and some of the increase will re-
quire generation from coal and oil fuel
sources.

Industrial production is expected to in-
crease by over 50 percent.

Urban population will grow twice as rapidly
as the population as a whole.

Our concern and our efforts must, there-
fore, be geared not just to the problems of
today; we must anticipate and plan for the
future. For air pollution is growing—faster
than our population, and faster than our
efforts to combat it—and only a vigorous and
sustained commitment can save and pre-
serve our most basic resource.

A REPUBLICAN CLEAN AIR PROGRAM

Republicans belleve that past efforts to
cope with the mounting problem of air pol-
lution in a growing urban society have been
inadequate, and recommend a redoubling of
effort on the part of all concerned—govern-
ment, industry, and private citizens.

At the urging of President Eisenhower in
his 1955 State of the Union address and with
support of Republicans in both Houses, the
first Federal law in the field of air pellution
was enacted by the 84th Congress. This basic
law has been elaborated and strengthened
bysamajor Congressional actions in 1963 and
1965.

To lead the commitment to cleaner air as
we approach the 1870's, the Republican
Party proposes a broad, constructive five
part program as outlined below.

1. Eliminating Gaps in our Knowledge and
Technical Capability.

Efforts to combat air pollution control
must include a frank awareness of the limits
of our knowledge of the problem and of our
abllity to apply control measures effectively
and efficlently. Gaps in our knowledge and
technical capability appear across the entire
spectrum of the air pollution problem.

With regard to health effects, in April 1967
the U.S. Surgeon General stated:

“It would be foolish to say that we do not
need more research on the health effects of
alr pollution, Of course we do.”

Intensified research is needed to gain more
complete sclentific explanations of the ef-
fects of specific pollutants on human health
and to determine the levels at which alr
pollution becomes harmful. To date the
Public Health Service has established and
published data on harmful levels for only
one of five major classes of pollution. Lacking
additional information, local control author-
ities have great difficulty In setting desirable
air quality objectives and standards.

Another deficiency is that precise measure-
ments of the actual levels of pollution in the
atmosphere of our major citles in many cases
are not available. At the present, continuous
measurements are made In just nine cities.
In air pollution control, as in any other ac-
tivity, it is dificult to know where you are
going and how to get there, unless you know
where you are now.

Related to this is a lack of well developed
equipment and procedures for measuring
emission levels from particular pollution
sources accurately and rapidly. In the case of
automobiles, for instance, no simple instru-
ment has been developed which would per-
mit large-scale annual inspection of cars
equipped with exhaust controls. Use of avall-
able instrumentation either would not give
sufficiently accurate readings, or would in-
volve unduly time-consuming test proce-
dures.

Of utmost importance is the fact that, ac-
cording to many witnesses, the engineering
technology of emission control equipment
has not progressed as rapidly as our desire
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to combat the pollution problem, For ex-
ample, full-scale tests of one of the most
promising methods of removing sulfur oxide
emissions from the stacks of electric power
plants have not yet been conducted. Also,
preliminary experience with auto emission
control devices in California indicates that
the effectiveness of these devices degrades
with time, partially nullifying the large ex-
penditures required, and pointing to the
need for improved technology.

The above factors taken together indicate
that the planning of an air pollution control
program can be seriously hampered by our
lack of knowledge or technical capability in
many vital areas. This situation has been
caused in part by a neglect of research and
development activities on the part of the
Federal Government. In 1966 the Federal
Government allocated only $14 million to air
pollution research and development activi-
tles. This amounts to less than one-tenth
of one percent of the total Federal research
and development budget, and does not ap-
pear consistent with the verbal emphasis
and priority which the Administration has
placed on air pollution control. Moreover, by
shifting and moving Federal pollution re-
search facilities from place-to-place, the Ad-
ministration has created unnecessary delays
in our research efforts.

We recommend an accelerated and im-
proved research and development program,
under the leadership of the Public Health
Service, to reduce or eliminate the gaps in
our scientific and technological knowledge
of air pollution and control methods. No
amount of legislation, regulations, or verbal
support will solve the air pollution problem
until we have the scientific and technical
tools at hand to plan and implement an
effective control effort.

In addition to plugging the gaps ldentified
above, an accelerated research and develop-
ment effort should also be directed toward
greater exploration of technigues to recover
usable products such as sulfur from indus-
trial emissions, and to the investigation of
radical changes in energy sources, including
research on battery powered automobile en-
gines.

2. Emphasizing Regional Agreements
Among State and Local Governments in the
Control of Air Pollution,

Republicans continue to believe that air
pollution control is primarily the respon-
sibility of State and local governments, the
policy enunciated by Congress in the Clean
Afr Act of 1963, For this reason we are dis-
tressed by the original version of the Ad-
ministration’s proposed Air Quality Act of
1967 which we find inconsistent with this
policy.

The problem of air pollution is not uniform
throughout the country. The level, composi-
tion, and frequency of occurrence of harmful
emissions in the air varies greatly from one
locality to another. The prevailing level of
sulfur dioxide In New York City is many
times greater than in Detroit or S8an Francis-
co, which in turn have a greater problem
than many small towns and rural communi-
ties. To us it is evident that programs to
combat alr pollution must be tallored to
meet the varied needs of individual regions
and areas.

The Administration’s legislative proposal
recognizes the geographical variations of air
pollution: a provision of the bill would es-
tablish Regional Alr Quality Commissions
composed of Federal, State and local officials
to police pollution on a regional basis. How-
ever, the details of the legislation reveal that
the Regional Commissions would simply pro-
vide a thin vell for greatly expanded Federal
control in this field. The bill would empower
the Secretary of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare to:

Define and establish (or abolish)
Quality Reglons.

Appoint (or remove) all members of the
Regional Commissions, none of whom must

Alr
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be officials of established State, local, or re-
glonal air pollution control agencies.

Control the budgets of the Reglonal Com-
missions.

Overrule the Regional Commissioners in
the establishment of air quallty and emis-
sion standards.

Grant any exemptions to such standards
for particular industries or activities.

Determine when standards have been vio-
lated and Issue cease and desist orders to
violators.

Plainly, these provisions of the Admin-
istration’s proposal do not constitute re-
gional control, but rather a prescription for
complete Federal control with all power
lodged in the Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare, This we cannot accept.

For those areas of the nation which would
not be included in Air Quality Regions, the
Administration proposes to establish uni-
form emission standards for each industry
which contributes to pollution of the atmos-
phere, backed by Federal enforcement au-
thority. The application of uniform emission
standards to-any sizable geographlc area rep-
resents a solution which is bound to be at
odds with the intrinsic non-uniformity of
the problem. Inevitably, uniform emission
standards would be unnecessarily stringent
and unfalr for some industries, and not suffi-
ciently stringent for others.

Republicans do not advocate a doctrinaire,
negative approach to the role of 'the Federal
Government in the enforcement of alr pollu-
tion regulations. We accept Federal stand-
ards for automobiles, since centralized pro-
duction and high mobility of automobiles
make uniform national standards the most
practical solution. In the case of interstate
air pollution disputes, Federal intervention
authority is clearly necessary, and under the
1963 Clean Air Act Federal efforts have re-
sulted in the initiation of pollution abate-
ment actions in nine interstate areas. These
are examples of existing Federal enforce-
ment authority which we support.

With regard to new Federal control au-
thority, we endorse the approach embodied
in the legislation passed by the Senate on
July 18, 1967 with full Republican support.
This measure would permit the Federal Gov-
ernment to set and enforce regional air
quality standards, but only if the States
should fail to act within a prescribed time
period after they have recelved the sclentific,
technological, and economic information
necessary to establish meaningful standards
from the Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare.

But the Administration has falled at this
time to make a compelling case for a sudden
application of detailed Federal controls in
regional areas or for uniform Federal emis-
sion standards outside those regional areas.

The Administration proposal also fails to
recognize the record of accomplishment and
the opportunities for progress at the State,
local and regional level aided by the Federal
Government. under the terms of previous
legislation. In 1961 there were 17 air pollu-
tion control programs in existence at the
State level; today there are 40 established
State programs and 130 local agencies en-
gaged in control activities. The budgets of
these agencies have doubled over the past
three years.

Air pollution does not respect established
political boundaries and in many, if not most
cases, interstate or metropolitan area solu-
tions are highly desirable. We are encouraged
that some State and local governments have
been moving in this direction. Two inter-
state compacts inyolving Indiana-Illinois and
New York-New Jersey have been approved by
the respective States and awalt Congressional
action, Of the 50 largest cities in the nation,
22 or nearly one-half are engaged In regional
or metropolitan area control programs.

State and local governments should take
steps to strengthen existing air pollution
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control programs or establish new ones, as
necessary, and we recommend strongly the
greater use of interstate compacts and metro-
politan area solutions in this field. This ap-
proach is the best means to combat a problem
which does not match established political
boundaries and which is so clearly not uni-
form across the nation.

The Federal Government can do more to
encourage interstate and metropolitan solu-
tions to the problem of air pollution. At the
present, time multi-jurisdietion air pollution
control agencies may recelve Federal grants
for 75 percent of the cost of establishing con-
trol programs compared to 67 percent for
single jurisdiction agencies, and for 60 per-
cent of the cost of maintaining such pro-
grams, compared to 50 percent for single
jurisdiction agencies. For many State and
local governments these small differentials
favoring multi-jurisdiction & solutions are
probably insufficient to surmount the normal
political and administrative hurdles of en-
tering into interstate or metropolitan area
agreements.

We recommend that the degree of Federal
finaneial support for multi-jurisdiction solu-
tions be sharply increased to encourage for-
mation of Interstate and metropolitan con-
trol agencies. Further, we recommend that
multi-jurisdiction agencies be given first
priority in Federal ‘technical assistance
activities,

3. The Need for Economic Analysis.

Air pollution represents an economic drain
on our soclety. Lives may be cut short, medi-
cal bills are increased, crops are damaged,
and cleaning expenses run up. At the same
time, the economic impact of controlling air
pollution promises to be far-reaching in
terms of public and private outlays, possible
market and job dislocations, and even
changes in foreign trade patterns. In deal-
ing with air pollution we must include an
expliclt awareness and an open discussion
of the economic implications of the effects
of pollution and of various control measures.

The Federal Government, has given inade-
quate attention to this aspect of the problem.
There has been almost no explicit analysis or
discussion of economic factors in Presiden-
tial messages or in Executive agency an-
nouncements or publications on air pollu-
tlon.

We recommend that the Department of
Health, Education and Welfare be required
to present economic analyses of all proposed
legislation, standards, and regulations relat-
ing to air pollution with estimates of the
total costs to be incurred and the expected
benefits, The Congress and the general pub-
lic are entitled to this information in order
to permit a balanced public discussion of
the issues. We recommend that State and
local control agencies conduct similar anal-
yses wheneyer possible.

4. Taz Benefits for Controlling Pollution.

Polluted air affects nearly everyone and the
costs of control measures should be widely
shared. At present the costs of pollution con-
trol are borne principally by industries
through outlays for control equipment, and
by their customers through higher prices.
One way to distribute more fairly the costs
of combatting pollution is through a system
of tax advantages to Industry for invest-
ments in pollution control devices. A number
of States have adopted laws of this type.
Legislation to permit an Increased invest-
ment credit or to allow rapid depreciation
for pollution control equipment on Federal
tax returns has been introduced by Repub-
licans in both the Senate and the House
and has recelved widespread support, We
urge hearings and enactment of a bill em-
bodying these principles.

Another means of encouraging industry to
make the necessary outlays is the granting
of low interest loans by an appropriate gov-
ernment agency or authority for the pur-
chase of pollution control equipment. The
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State of Pennsylvania is proposing an ex-
perimental program of this type, which if
successful, could provide a model for similar
action by other States.

5. Cleaning-up Air Pollution from Federal
Installations,

In 1963 Congress included in the Clean Air
Act a provision requiring all Federal agencies
to cooperate in preventing and controlling
air pollution from Federal installations and
activitles. Four years later the Administra-
tion has taken virtually no effective abate«
ment action at Federal installations. Execu-
tive Orders and directives have been promul-
gated to glve the appearance of action, but
very little has actually been accomplished. A
prime example of the Federal contribution to

alr pollution is the Kenilworth Dump, &

miles from the White House, where 1,000 tons
of garbage and trash are burned into the
open air each day. Meeting after meeting of
Federal officials has ‘been held, promises to
the public have been made, but the burning
goes on,

If the Federal Government s going to leg-
islate in the fleld of air pollution, it must
in its own activities adhere to exemplary
practices in controlling harmful emissions
from Federal buildings and installations. The
present Administration has violated this
principle.

The Republican Party calls for immediate
abatement action at all Federal installations.

SUMMARY

Alr pollution is pre-eminently an urban
problem. This fact supports the proposition
that increasingly the future of America is
linked to the future of our great urban
centers.

Today, two thirds of our population lives
in metropolitan areas and over 80 percent of
the growth in population is concentrated
there, This growth and concentration have
created an array of public policy problems in
flelds such as housing, transportation, edu-
cation, human rights, and natural  re-
sources—including the problem of control-
ling the quality of our air. As we enter the
last third of the twentieth century, there is
no greater challenge than the design of pub-
lic policles to meet these problems and fo
make our urban centers more liveable. The
Republican Party accepts this challenge.

The program and policies outlined in this
paper can become the basis for a well coor-
dinated attack on the pollution of our atmos-
phere, and can contribute to the attainment
of our goals for urban America.

To summarize, the Republican Party rec-
ommends:

1, An accelerated research and develop-
ment program to reduce or eliminate gaps
in our knowledge and In our technical ca-
pability, so that our ability to control air
pollution will be matched to our desire to
do s0. The Federal Government should take
the lead in this effort.

2, Greater use of regional and metropolitan
area agreements among States and local gov-
ernments in the control of air pollution, so
that solutions may be matched to the geo-
graphical pattern and wide variations of the
problem, and to minimize Federal controls
consistent with the approach contained in
the legislation recently passed by the Senate.
The Federal Government should offer in-
creased financial incentives to State and local
governments to encourage them more
strongly to enter into regional and metro-
politan area agreements.

3. Greater use of economic analysis in the
formulation of public policies for air pollu-
tlon control, so that the economic implica-
tions of the problem and of proposed con=
trol measures can be more fully understood
and considered. The Department of Health,
Education and Welfare should be required
to present economic analyses of all proposed
legislation and regulations in this field.

4. A system of Federal tax benefits to in-
dustry for investments in air pollution con-
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trol devices, so that the costs of controlling
pollution will be widely shared, as well as the
benefits. Congress should hold hearings and
act favorably on legislation of this type.

5. Effective action rather than words to
halt pollution emanating from Federal in-
stallations, so that the Federal Government
in its own activities will be above reproach
and can provide more effective leadership.

We commend this program to the atten-
tion of the American public.

The problem of air pollution is funda-
mentally a question of conservation, which
Theodore Roosevelt once described as ‘‘deal-
ing intelligently with what we have.” Future
generations will judge whether this genera-
tion dealt intelligently with our most basic
resource—the air we breathe,

NASSAU COUNTY U.N. DAY

Mr, JAVITS. Mr. President, on Octo-
ber 22 the Nassau County U.N. Day Com-~
mittee organized a very successful public
meeting at the A. Holly Paterson Audi-
torium in Uniondale, Long Island. The
purpose of the meeting was to commemo-
rate the 22d anniversary of the United
Nations. The principal address was de-
livered by Ambassador Seymour M. Fin-
ger, the senior adviser to Ambassador
Goldberg.

This meeting was an example of the
outstanding public spirit of the citizens
of Nassau County. The people of Nassau
County and of the town of Oyster Bay
have taken a key interest in the work of
the United Nations since its founding in
1945, Tt will be remembered that the orig-
inal meeting home of the United Na-
tions was Lake Success.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorp the
‘text of a proclamation by Mr. Michael N.
Petito, supervisor of the town of Oyster
‘Bay, declaring Tuesday, October 24, 1967,
as United Nations Day.

There being no objection, the proc-
lamation was ordered to be printed in
the Recorb, as follows:

PROCLAMATION

Whereas, every American President in of-
fice since the United Nations was founded in
19456 has shared the bellef that the United
Nations is an essentlal element in efforts to
achieve a world at peace with freedom and
justice for all; and

Whereas, it is imperative that the American
people understand fully the major objectives
of the Charter of the United Nations, which
are: to save succeeding generations from the
scourge of war; to reaffirm falth in funda-
mental human rights and the sovereign
equality of nations, large and small; to es-
tablish conditions under which justice and
respect for International Law can be main-
tained: and to promote social progress and
better standards of life in larger freedom;
and

Whereas, the vast majority of the American
people believe that the United Nations effec-
tively promotes the peace in the world and
favors continuing United States support of
the world organization;

Now, therefore, I, Michael N, Petito, Super-
visor of the Town of Oyster Bay, declare
Tuesday, October 24th, 1967, as United Na-
tlons Day, and urge the citizens of the Town
to observe that day by studying the United
Nations, its accomplishments, its strength,
its limitations and its potential for the fu-
ture, so that this information will contribute
to a realistic understanding of the alms,
problems and achievements of the United Na-
tions and its associated organizations.
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ARMY PROCUREMENT POLICY

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, on
three separate occasions I have made
speeches on the floor attacking certain
military procurement policies which have
been employed by the Army. In those
speeches I carefully delineated the cases
I have questioned, one involving a very
small Colorado company and one involv-
ing a Brooklyn firm.

The other day, as a result of my
speeches on this subject, I had an oppor-
tunity to meet with the Secretary of the
Army, who, in my opinion, is an extreme-
ly fine, very able, and dedicated man. I
am delighted that he is serving in that
office. At that meeting he gave me a
letter, dated October 20, 1967, dealing
with the Army’s reply to the charges
which I had made in my speeches; and
I ask unanimous consent at this point
that the letter be included in the Recorp,
because I want to be completely fair in
the presentation of these cases.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY,
Washington, D.C., October 20, 1967.
Hon. PETER H. DOMINICK,
U.S. Senate.

DeAR SENATOR DomiINICK: I read with con-
cern your statements in the Congressional
Record of 19 and 28 September and 4 Octo-
ber concerning Army procurement policy. I
have personally inguired into the matters
you raised. For the reasons which follow, my
conclusion is that Army actions were made
honestly and in accordance with the needs of
our combat forces in Southeast Asia.

You raised first the question of award of
the research and development contract for
a multi-shot portable flamethrower to North-
rop Nortronics, and suggested that the award
should have been made to Custom Packaging
Company of Aurora, Colorado. Nine manu-
facturers submitted proposals in response to
the Army's request, After a careful technical
evaluation Nortronics was ranked 1, Custom
9. Welghting certain factors used in the tech-
nical evaluation did not affect Custom's
ranking, since no company received a lower
seore in four of the five characteristics eval-
uated—technical approach, technical person-
nel, background experience, and facilities. If
the elements of the evaluation had not been
weighted at all, the ranking of these two
companies would have been exactly the same:
Nortronics 1, Custom 9.

You emphasized that Custom proposed a
price of $167,608 for the contract, compared
to Nortronics' estimate of $387,000. The Army
took these cost proposals into account in
making the award. But such cost figures, in-
evitably based on difficult estimates, cannot
be made the controlling factor in a research
and development contract, in which the para-
mount goal is to obtain a product which will
meet fleld requirements. This fact is recog-
nized in the Armed Services Procurement Act,
10 U.S.C., Sec. 2304(a) (11), and also in ASPR
4-106.4 and 4-106.5, which make clear that
in research and development contracts esti-
mates of cost seldom can be the controlling
factor. Custom’s proposal simply was not up
to the standard required, and the Army
would have been wasting money and Im-
periling the entire development program to
award the contract to a company offering so
little prospect of success.

Other questions concerning Custom’s ef-
forts to obtain the contract were thoroughly
considered by the Comptroller General, who
set out in detail the efforts of Custom to in-
terest the Army in its product. See Ms.
Comp: Gen. B-160809, 29 June 1967. While
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the Army was ready to give Custom every
conslderation, that hardly can be regarded as
a solicitation. The fact the contract was
awarded one working day before the date
once estimated as the approximate time of
award was of no consequence, and Custom
was: promptly. notified. The Army did not
use or disclose any of Custom's proprietary
data, and the Comptroller General concluded
that there was ‘‘no substantial basis" for
such an allegation,

The other question you ralsed concerned
several aspects of the development and pro-
curement of the AN/PRC-25 and AN/PRC-T7
portable field radlos. I shall discuss briefly
the principal points which you mentioned.

First, you suggest that the Army pald too
much—$951 per unit—for the 4158 PRC-25
radios purchased for the Marine Corps from
RCA by contract of 13 August 1965. That
contract was awarded by competitive nego-
tiation to meet an urgent requirement from
Southeast Asia for 13,158 PRC-256s. Military
necessity required delivery of the entire
amount by 80 June 1966, 10 months thence.
Only -two companies—RCA and Memcor—
were in production and could meet that dead-
line. The Army awarded a contract for 9,000
to Memcor, the lowest-price proposer, which
represented that company’s total capability
to meet the deadline. The remalning guan-
tity, 41568, was awarded to RCA at a unit price
of $881.,00, not $951. This price understand-
ably was higher than the $626 previously bid
by RCA on an earlier buy because the quan-
tity was less (4158 instead of 7278), the pro-
duction leadtime was less (4 months instead
of 12) and Government-furnished equipment
was less (#3 per unit instead of $563).

Second, you expressed concern .over the
necessity of contracting sole-source for pro-
duction of the PRC-T7 on 28 April 1967.
RCA's first production. contract called for
delivery of a running set of drawings (those
used for the initial production run) on 31
March 1967, the date of delivery of the first
PRC-T17. The initlal running set was delivered
on 3 May 1967, only 33 days after the origi-
nally specified delivery date. This delay re-
sulted from changes in Army operational cri-
teria imposed by new requirements for related
communication equipment which were not
furnished RCA untll February 1967, eight
months after contract award. Unavoldable
delay by the Army in developing interface
data for the related communications secu-
rity equipment also necessitated a rollback
in production deliveries. After negotiations,
deliveries were rescheduled to begin in Au-
gust 1967, five months after the original con-
tract schedule. The contract was modified
accordingly. Satisfactory undated production
drawings reflecting the communications se-
curity interface data were submitted on 6
September 1867. Thus delay in delivery of
drawings was attributable to modifications in
Army requirements, not to RCA. The delay
was necessary in order to assure proper char-
acteristics of the production model.

It is regrettable that military urgency
sometimes requires us to begin and to in-
crease production of vital equipment before
the widest competition can be obtained. Yet
the military requirement was real, was for-
malized in a memorandum signed by Mr,
Vance, then Deputy Secretary of Defense,
and could not be ignored. All such require-
ments are examined carefully to substantiate
the urgency of the need. But once the need
of our men in the field is clear, the Army al-
ways will choose to act at once and save lives,
rather than delay in the hope of saving dol-
lars.

Third, you discussed the PRC-T77 contract-
ing officer's rejection of a letter offer by Deci-
tron Electronics Corporation of Brooklyn,
New York, to produce the PRC-77 at a unit
price of $803.75, or $43.41 per unit less than
the price in the contract awarded RCA.

Decitron’s unsolicited letter was not an
acceptable proposal. It merely named a price
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and requested information on the product to
be built, The company had only the most
general knowledge of the PRC-77. To bulld
it Decitron would have needed extensive tech-
nical data to be obtained from the first pro-
duction contract, and to wait for them would
require slippage in necessary delivery sched-
ules. Without these data, any radio built by
Decitron, even if it met most of the general
performance standards of the PRC-T77, could
not be a PRC-77. It would be a new item, with
many parts not interchangeable with those
of the PRC-77 and probably unable to inter-
face with the amplifier and classified equip-
ment which the PRC-T7 uses.

You also referred to two modifications of
the second PRC-T7 production contract in-
creasing the quantity, while extending the
dellyery time, Actually, only one of the mod-
ifications you mentioned increased the basic
contract quantity. This occurred on 31 May
for an additional 1298 units at the basic con-
tract price, in order to meet an urgent need
for Southeast Asla—priority “06."” Deliveries
will not stretch out beyond the contract
term: the 1298 radios will be delivered by
RCA between February 1968 and August 1968
at no increase in unit cost to the Govern-
ment. The production period of the basic
contract is February 1968 through May 1860.

The action on 16 August 1967 was not an
increased buy. It was simply the exercise of
the second-year part (5400) of the basic two-
year contract. The Army awarded a two-year
contract in order to obtain a substantially
‘more favorable price per unit on the first-
year buy.

You stated that a foreign company is bulld-
ing the PRC-77 with the RCA drawings. I as-
sume you referred to the radio being manu-
factured by Tadiran, a company in Israel.
That firm does not have the PRC-T7 draw-
ings, and as far as the Army is aware is
building only a PRC-25 with some improve-
ments designed into it by that firm. It is not
a PRC-T7. b

In regard to the PRC-62 radlo, award of the
contract followed established procedures for
research and development awards, as is well
documented in the General Accounting Of-
fice, report of 13 February 1964 to former
Congressman Wilson which you noted. The
Army did not imply that ITT, Bendix, Ad-
vanced Communications or General Motors
cannot bulld a portable radio. As the GAO
report to Congressman Wilson states: “All
fifteen proposals received were considered
responsive.” The award was made to RCA
because it submitted the proposal judged
most capable of meeting the Army's require-
ments.

You implied a favoritism by the Army to-
ward RCA, and toward larger contractors in
general, which simply does not exist. The
Army certainly makes every effort to award
confracts to small business, but cannot do
so at the sacrifice of meeting military needs.
RCA is a highly competent company and
has played a major role in development of
portable radios over the years. That it ob-
tailns some of the Army's electronics con-
tracts can hardly be surprising. But RCA
is by no means the Army’'s major electronics
contractor. It received only $28.5 million out
of $851.1 million total USAECOM awards in
FY 1967. Nor does Decitron, the company
which attempted to obtain the second PRC-
T7 productlon contract, lack military busi-
ness. On 21 BSeptember 1967 the Defense
Contract Administration Service advised that
Decitron’s capacity is so overloaded that a
plant survey will have to be conducted be-
fore placement of any additional Govern-
ment contracts with the firm.

Although no names or instances were
specified, you implied possible misconduct
of Army personnel in award of the PRS-
25 and PRC-77 contracts to RCA. I have no
reason to entertain such a suspicion and
no evidence to support it. However, if any
misconduet is revealed by you or by the in-
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vestigative agencies now on the scene, I
shall of course take prompt action.
Assuring fair, honest and efficlent prac-
tices in all Army procurement agencies is a
responsibility which is taken seriously at all
levels of the Army. I should be pleased to
discuss the matters covered above, or any
others, with you at any time. I believe that
in reviewing them you will conclude that
the contracting decisions in question were
made not only honesty, but wisely and
prudently as well.
Sincerely,
STANLEY R. RESOR,
Secretary of the Army.

Mr. DOMINICK. In the first case
which I brought up, we were dealing
with a new weapon. It was developed,
engineered, and carried out by & constit-
uent of mine who produced the first
hardware for this weapon, with an open-
bore type arrangement that had not yet
been produced at the Edgewood Arsenal.
As I say, this company is a small firm.

Although it is a small firm, it has fine
engineers. It has done defense work, in a
minor way, largely subcontracting, in
other fields.

The main reason the firm was denied
the research and development contract
was on the basis of “technieal evalua-
tion,” as the Army called it.

In one of my speeches I pointed out
that the Comptroller General will not
exercise any independent determination
of the Army's position on technical eval-
uation. Here is one of the comments that
the Secretary made:

Welghting certain factors used in the
technical evaluation did not affect Custom's

-ranking, since no company received a lower

score In four of the flve characteristics
evaluated—technical approach, technical

personnel, background experience, and facil-
itles.

If one looks at that in the abstract, it
sounds very reasonable—the contract
should have been given to Nortronies Di-
visions of Northrop because it had better
facilities and better personnel. But we are
dealing with a small company whose peo-
ple spent over $100,000 of their own
money, and that of their friends, in de-
veloping and producing the only hard-
ware that was presented. So the allega-
tion that they did not have the “techni-
cal approach, technical backeround ex-
perience, and facilities” to produce the
weapon is patent nonsense, in my opin-
ion. Even though the letter is signed by
my friend the Secretary of the Army, I
am sure he could not have had knowl-
edge of this when he wrote the letter.

It seems impossible for me also to
with the statement on page 2 of the let-
ter, in which he says:

Custom's proposal simply was not up to
the standard required, and the Army would
have been wasting money and imperiling the
entire development program to award the

contract to a company offering so little
prospect of success.

This is the very company that initially
developed the weapon. This is the very
company that fired it. This is the very
company that proceeded to have a col-
ored film shown to the Army procure-
ment people, they had the hardware, had
the ammunition, had the weapon itself
fired in Colorado and at the Edgewood
Arsenal,

It is incredible to me that the aids, or
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whoever it may have been in the Army,
could make that kind of statement, when
it was impossible to make it with any
degree of accuracy or actuality.

The letter also goes into the question
of the RCA contract. I shall have to go
into that in more detail at a later date,
but I want to say at this time it would
seem to me there were certain elements
in the RCA contract which could not
have been known when I originally gave
my speech.

RICHARD GARDNER ARTICLE IN
AMERICAN BAR ASSOCIATION
JOURNAL MAKES STRONG CASE
FOR U.S. RATIFICATION OF HU-
MAN RIGHTS CONVENTIONS

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, Hon.
Richard N. Gardner, former Deputy As-
sistant Secretary of State in the office of
the Assistant Secretary of State for In-
ternational Organization Affairs, is pres-
ently Henry L. Moses Professor of Law
and International Organization at Co-
lumbia University.

Professor Gardner also serves as a con-
sultant to the U.S, Ambassador Arthur
Goldberg at the United Nations. In addi-
tion, he recently compiled a most inter-
esting and valuable book entitled “Blue-
print for Peace,” a composite of the rec-
ommendations made by the various com-
mittees at the White House Conference
on International Cooperation Year in
1965. An earlier book, “In Pursuit of
World Order,” by Gardner is one of the
best books ever written on the United
Nations.

Professor Gardner, in the current issue
of the American Bar Association Journal,
has authored a penetrating and persua-
sive brief in favor of U.S. ratification of
the Human Rights Conventions. This
article, aptly titled “A Costly Anachro-
nism,” points out the company this coun-
try is keeping by our continuing failure
to ratify a single one of the Human
Rights Conventions, as well as present-
Ing a strong case for U.S. participation.

Because of Professor Gardner's excep-
tional eminence in both legal and diplo-
matic fields, and because I believe this
article constitutes a major contribution
to our dialog on human rights, I ask
unanimous consent that the article en-
titled “A Costly Anachronism” be printed
at this point in the Recorp.

There being no objection, the article
was orderéd to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

A CoOSTLY ANACHRONISM
(By Richard N. Gardner, Henry L. Moses,

Professor of Law and International Orga-

nization, Columbia University)

In 1048, the General Assembly of the
United Nations, responding to American {ni-
tiative and American leadership, approved
overwhelmingly the Universal Declaration of
Human Rights, Only a few countries ab-
stained—the Communist bloe, Saudi Arabia
and the Union of South Africa.

Today, less than two decades later, only
three of the original fifty-one U.N, members
have failed to ratify any U.N. conventions
embodying the basic principles included in
the Universal Declaration of Human Rights.
These three are Spain, the Union of South
Africa~—and the United States.

To be sure, the United States has demon-
strated 1ts concern with the promotion of
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human rights in ways other than through
adherence to human rights conventions. We
have advanced proposals for strengthening
U.N. procedures in this field. We have spoken
out clearly against specific violations of
human rights in different parts of the world.
And, most important of all, we have earned
widespread respect from the members of the
United Nations for the dedicated manner in
which we have set about eradicating dis-
crimination and injustice in our own society.

Nevertheless, our inclusion in the small
company of U.N. members who have refused
to ratify any human rights treaties has be-
come an increasing diplomatic embarrass-
ment. Our friends cannot understand it. Our
adversaries explolt it. It is a costly anachro-
nism which should be eliminated without
delay.

Aaya representative of the United States
at numercus international conferences dur-
ing the last few years, I must admit that
I was unable to find a convincing answer
to the simple question: “Why is the United
States unwilling to make an international
commitment against human slavery?"

A subcommittee of the Senate Foreign Re-
lations Committee recently completed hear-
ings on three U.N. human rights conventions
sent to the Senate in 1963 by President John
F. Eennedy—the Conventions on Slavery,
Forced Labor and the Political Rights of
Women, It is to be hoped that the Senate
will give its advice and consent to ratifica-
tion of these instruments without delay—
and that it will then give sympathetic con-
sideration to the Genoclde Convention, pend-
ing in the Senate since 1949.

HUMAN RIGHTS BASED ON NATIONAL TRADITIONS

Does it really make any difference whether
the United States ratifies these instruments?
I believe that it does. We have an interest
in the international promotion of human
rights which springs from our most basic
national traditions. Since the Declaration
of Independence, the United States has been
dedicated to the pursuit of human rights
and freedoms, not just for Americans, but
for “all men”. Thomas Jefferson expressed
a deep faith of the founding fathers when
he predicted that from American shores the
“fire of freedom and human rights” would
be “lighted up in other regions of the earth”.
Throughout American history, and still to-
day, the world looks upon us not merely as
an arsenal of weapons or a storehouse of
commodities but as a soclety committed to
the promotion of the dignity of man.

Our support for human rights is, there-
fore, an essential and firreversible part of
our American tradition. It is also more than
that. It is a baslc ingredient of our position
as a world power. The vitality of our so-
ciety and its international influence are
both affected by our success in promoting
the basic values of human dignity at home
and abroad. In these days, foreign policy in-
evitably has a moral dimension.

By our leadership in international efforts
on behalf of human rights we can clarify
the fundamental issues that agitate the
world today. Some countries put human
freedoms very low on their scale of priori-
ties; they are prepared to violate them in
their drive for world power or rapid economic
growth, It is the bellef in human rights, in
the importance and worth of every individ-
ual, that distinguishes us from totalitarians
of the left and of the right.

Peace and security, economic and social
development and human rights are the three
sides of the trlangle of world order. In the
absence of any one of them, the triangle is
incomplete. We have learned from hard ex-
perience of the intimate interdependence
between human rights and peace and se-
curity. Nazl Germany should have taught
everyone the lesson that internal suppres-
slon is often the handmaiden of external
aggression—that the destruction of free-
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dom at home can quickly lead to the de-
struction of freedom abroad. Dictators typi-
cally employ foreign adventures to solidify
their domestic power; and the recklessness
of their foreign policy is directly facilitated
by the systematic destruction of domestic
dissent. The other side of the coln is no less
true: The more a country is threatened
from without, the more dangerous it is for
human rights within.

Therefore, those concerned with the pres-
ervation and development of human rights
in free societies cannot fail to be concerned
with the promotion of human rights on a
world-wide basis. The same is true for those
concerned with the pursuit of peace and se-
curity. World-wide progress in the vindica-
tlon of human rights and fundamental free-
doms will also be progress in creating a
peaceful and stable world order. As President
EKennedy put it at American University, peace
is “in the last analysis, basically a matter of
human rights",

United States adherence to the three con-
ventions now under study by the Foreign
Relatlons Committee can make a practical
contribution to the baslc national interest
of our country in promoting human rights
around the world.

The Supplementary Convention on Slav-
ery, thus far ratified by sixty-seven countries,
supplements the 1926 Slavery Convention, to
which the United States is already a party,
by dealing with conditions akin to slavery.
It requires contracting parties to take all
practicable and necessary measures to bring
about as soon as possible the complete aboli-
tlon of such practices as debt bondage serf-
dom, involuntary marriage or transfer of
women for payment, transfer of widows as
inherited property and exploitation of
children.

The Convention on the Abolition of Forced
Labor, already ratified by seventy-five coun-
tries, pledges each contracting party to sup-
press and not to make use of any form of
forced or compulsory labor-—as a means of
political coercion or education or as a pun-
ishment for holding or expressing political
views ideologically opposed to the established
system; as a method of mobilizing and using
labor for purposes of economic development;
as a means of labor discipline; as a punish-
ment to those having participated in strikes;
or as a means of racial, social, national or
religious discrimination.

The Convention on the Political Rights of
Women, ratified by fifty countries, provides
that women be entitled to vote in all elec-
tions on equal terms with men and without
discrimination; that they be eligible for elec-
tion to all publicly elected bodies established
by national law; and that they be entitled
to hold public office and to exercise all pub-
lic functions established by national law.

These basic rights have long been taken
for granted in our own country. But they
are not taken for granted everywhere. In-
deed, they are very much at issue in many
countries of the world. By adhering to these
conventions, we help give international ef-
fect to fundamental rights we have long
enjoyed at home.

POSITIVE CONSEQUENCES OF U.S. ADHERENCE

Nobody, of course, belleves that words on
paper are enough In themselves., Nobody
thinks that signing a human rights conven-
tion brings automatic improvement in the
condition of people around the world. The
positive consequences of Unlted States ad-
herence are hard to measure. Nevertheless,
they are very real:

1. Ratificatlon by the United States will
encourage other nations to adhere to these
conventions and implement their provisions
in their own territories. This is particularly
true of newly independent countries that
frequently take U. N. conventions as a
model. Ambassador Goldberg, in his testi-
mony before the subcommittee, put this
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point sharply: “Without the support of the
United States, these agreements may appear
insignificant to many other countries. If we
do not consider it important to sign the con-
ventions, why should they? Or, more im-
portant, why should they implement the
conventlons?"”

2. Ratification will put the United States
in a better legal and moral position to pro-
test Infringement of these human rights in
countries that have ratified the conventions
but failed to implement them in practice.

3. Ratification will increase United States
influence in the continuing U.N, process of
drafting legal norms in the fleld of human
rights. As long as the United States fails to
ratify any human rights conventions, its
views will carry less welght than they
deserve,

4. Ratification will dissipate the embar-
rassing contradiction between our failure to
ratify these conventions and our traditional
support of the basic human rights with
which they are concerned.

The predicament in which our failure to
ratify these conventions has placed Unilted
States representatives in the United Nations
is obvious. Consider, as an example, the fol-
lowing summary record of the attack
launched by the Soviet delegate last year
upon Morris Abram, our distinguished rep-
rfsentauve in the Human Rights Commis-
sion:

“An objective analysis of the political
orientation of the proposal so ardently sup-
ported by the United States and its allies
soon revealed that the proposal was designed
to give world public opinion the impression
of active participation in the cause of human
rights by States which In practice obstinate-
ly refused to fulfill their obligations under
the multi-lateral international conventions
in the field of human rights drawn up under
the auspices of the U,N. and its Speclalized
Agencies, The U.S. representative had ad-
mitted that the U.S. had lagged in that
sphere., That was an understatement; he
would mention some of the conventions
which the U.S. had not ratified.”

The Sovliet delegate proceeded to cite ex-
amples, emphasizing the conventions which
are the subject of these hearings. The Soviet
statement, of course, was hypocritical in the
extreme. Mr. Abram quickly pointed out, for
example, that while the United States had
not, like the Soviet Union, ratified the Geno-
cilde Convention, no one had accused our
country of the Katyn Forest Massacres. Mr.
Abram's answer was effective, yet the ques-
tion persisted in the minds of many friendly
delegates: If the United States is really
against such practices, why is it not pre-
pared to commit itself to United Nations
treaties outlawing them?

ARGUMENTS AGAINST U.5. ADHERENCE

Thus the arguments in favor of ratifying
these conventions are substantial. At the
same time, there are no convincing reasons
of law or policy which should prevent us
from ratifying them. A study of the ltera-
ture on the subject of human rights con-
ventions reveals several arguments which
have been used against United States adher-
ence,

One argument is that ratification of hu-
man rights conventions would alter in unde-
sirable ways the laws of the United States.
This argument is inapplicable to the con-
ventions before us today since they would
involve no changes in American law.

Another argument is that ratification of
human rights conventions would move into
the federal domain certain subjects hitherto
reserved for state action. This argument is
also inapplicable to the three conventions
before us today since all of them deal with
matters which the Constitution has already
placed within the federal domain,

I hasten to add, although it is not di-
rectly relevant to the conventions before us,
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that a human rights convention should not
be rejected by the United States simply be-
cause it deals with matters hitherto reserved
to the states. In Missouri v. Holland, 252
U.8. 416 (1920), the SBupreme Court decided
that the Constitution authorizes Congress
to pass legislation in implementation of valid
treaty commitments on certain matters
otherwise reserved to the states. From the
point of view of policy, there would appear
to be no reason to refuse to adhere to a
human rights convention dealing with mat-
ters hitherto reserved to state jurisdiction—
the Genocide Convention and the Marriage
Convention are examples—unless the disad-
vantages of moving such matters into the
federal domain outweigh our foreign policy
interest in the conventions.

The third argument employed against rati-
fication of human rights conventions is that
they are not proper subjects for the exercise
of the treaty-making power.

Some members of the American Bar As-
sociation have argued that the United States
cannot under its Constitution enter into
human rights treaties because they deal “en-
tirely with domestic matters, i.e., with the
relation between a state and its own citi-
zens."” This proposition has no basls what-
soever in United States law or treaty prac-
tice. The relevant test lald down by the
Supreme Court of the United BStates is
whether a treaty deals with a matter “which
is properly the subject of negotiation with
a forelgn country” (Geofroy v. Riggs, 133
U.S. 2568, 267 (1890) ). Charles Evans Hughes
laid down a similar standard when he de-
clared that the treaty power can be used
only to deal with matters of “international
concern''.

It is obvious that many matters involving
the relations between a government and its
own citizens can be of sufficlent “interna-
tional concern” to be included in treaties be-
tween the United States and other countries.
The 1926 Blavery Convention, ratified by the
United States during the Hoover Administra-
tion, commits the parties to abolish slavery
within their respective jurisdictions and also
to take measures to prevent forced labor
within their jurisdictions from developing
into conditions analogous to slavery. Surely
things which were within the treaty power
forty years ago cannot be outside the treaty
power today. Moreover, the United Natlons
Charter, itself a treaty obligation of the
United States, commits us to take joint and
separate action in co-operation with the or-
ganization to promote human rights for peo-
ple within the United States as well as over-
seas.

There are many other conventions to which
we are a party committing the United States
to regulate the activities of Amerlcan citizens
within this country for many purposes not
relating to human rights—to control the pro-
duction and international trafic of certain
drugs, to obtain statistics on causes of death,
to prescribe rules of the road and to preserve
wildlife. If the United States Government
can enter into a valid treaty commitment to
restrain American citizens within this coun-
try from shooting animals, it is difficult to see
why the United States Government cannot
enter into a treaty commitment to restrain
American citizens within this country from
enslaving other Americans. I know of no con-
stitutional provision which suggests or im-
plies that animals are more important than
people.

Clearly, I slavery, forced labor and the
denial of women'’s basic rights are of “inter-
national concern” in the year 1967—and the
testimony at recent hearings before a Senate
Foreign Relations subcommittee was unani-
mous that they are—there is no legal im-
pediment to ratification of the treaties.
Quite apart from the general interrelation
between the denial of basic human rights and
United States foreign policy interests, there
are speclal reasons why these three conven-
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tions are of international concern for our
country.

PRACTICAL REASONS FOR INTERNATIONAL
CONCERN

Slavery and forced labor practiced abroad,
in addition to breeding political and social
tensions, can have a direct impact on the
sales of American products in the United
States and foreign markets.

The denial of basle rights to women, by
aflecting adversely one half the human re-
sources of a less developed country, consti-
tutes a major obstacle to progress in less
developed countries that receive quantities of
American ald. To give a very specific exam-
ple: family planning programs, the essential
means of de-fusing the population explosion,
will never be wholly successful until women
come to enjoy their political and social rights
:ind cease being regarded as household posses-

ons,

Those who oppose United States adherence
to any U.N. human rights conventions have
often cited the 1053 statement of John Foster
Dulles to the Senate Judiclary Committee.
Mr. Dulles, then Secretary of State, said: “We
do not ourselves look upon a treaty as the
means which we would now select as the
proper and most effective way to spread
throughout the world the Boals of human
liberty to which this Nation has been dedi-
cated since its inception.”

Mr. Dulles’s use of the world “now''—and
the fact that this statement was motivated
by the desire to discourage the then active
Bricker Amendment—suggests  that Mr,
Dulles’s statement was a statement of policy
rather than law, and that it does not pre-
clude a different approach in the present sit=-
uation. Moreover, Mr. Dulles was previously
on record as a private citizen in support of
the Genocide Convention, and as a United
States Delegate in the United Nations he
:ir(?;seased support for human rights conven-

Finally, it could hardly be maintained even
in 1958 that human rights conventions were
not proper subjects for the exercise of the
treaty-making power. The United States was
party to treaties regulating the slave trade
during the nineteenth century and ratified
the 1926 League of Nations Convention out-
lawing slavery—the predecessor of the trea
now under discussion here, If the outlawing
of slavery can be the proper subject for treaty
making, why not the outlawing of forced
labor? And why not the denial of basic rights
to women at a time when human dignity and
a maximum use of a nation's resources are
s0 obviously a matter of interrn .snal con-
cern?

Mr. Dulles also declared: “T do not m
to imply that the boundary between tn::rn-
national and domestic concerns is rigid and
fixed for all time.” Indeed, it is not. The
treaty-making power is broad enough t4 en-
(;cel;t;p&s: cslxlli_'erl:n:s;l'r.t;ers of internationa® n-

a etermined by contemporary fact
rather than by the outm f
o pa.st,i' oded conceptions of

“I am not an advocate of frequent changes
in laws and constitutions”, Jefferson once
Wrote. “But laws and institutions must go
hand in hand with the progress of the hu-
man mind. As that becomes more developed
and more enlightened, as new discoveries are
made, new truths discovered and manners
and opinions changed with the change of
circumstances, institutions must advance
also to keep pace with the times "

There are many urgent questions at pres-
ent before the Foreign Relations Committee
and the United States Congress. In particu-
lar, Congress is preoccupled with the war in
Vietnam and all the problems it poses for
our country. But foreign policy has many
dimensions. We must not permit our preocc-
cupation with one dimension to divert us
from others which are also important.

There is a moral dimension to our foreign
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policy. Cynics deny it until they are obliged
to recognize its effect upon our power. Our
concern with human rights is not just altru-
ism—in the long run, it is essential to our
national security. At a time when we are
discharging at great cost a commitment to
human freedom in Vietnam, we should also
discharge our unfinished business in the
world-wide promotion of human rights.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may proceed
for 10 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Indiana? The Chair hears none,
and it is so ordered.

UNITED STATES BECOMING FOSTER
PARENT FOR ALL OF ASIA, IN
RUSK'S VIEW

Mr. HARTKE, Mr. President, the press
conference which Secretary Rusk held
on Thursday, October 12, was enlighten-
ing. His presentation—I wish I could say
testimony—may serve to focus attention
on the vital Vietnam issues that con-
front the Ameriean people.

So that part of the record will be
clear, I ask unanimous consent that
there be printed at the end of these re-
marks the press conference of October 12,
1967, by Secretary Rusk on the subject
of Vietnam.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. HARTKE, Before discussing the
substance of the press conference, I com-
ment briefly on the apparent unwilling-
ness of the Secretary of State to meet in
public session with appropriate congres-
sional committees to discuss the war in
Vietnam,

A fundamental constitutional issue is
involved here.

In terms of our British antecedents,
the issue is whether the Cabinet min-
isters of the King—or President—are
immune from legislative peocess.

Could the Committee on Foreign Re-
lations, for example, compel the Secre-
tary of State to appear before it in pub-
lic session to testify either in connection
with legislation, or in connection with
the more general function of advice and
consent?

This issue has never been fully re-
solved, although it seems clear that the
President could order his Cabinet min-
ister not to appear on grounds that such
appearance would not, in the President’s
view, be in the public interest. It is un-
likely that any congressional committee
would be so insistent on the exercise of
a legislative function, however, that it
would push the power of subpena to the
point where it could be tested by the
courts—as would be the case if a min-
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ister of the President were sought to be
jailed for contempt.

I advocate no such course.

There are other devices which the
Founding Fathers built into our system
of checks and balances. Congress could,
for example, refuse to appropriate funds,
or the Senate could refuse to act on
nominations, or other harassing tactics
could be used designed to compel a
Cabinet minister in public session to
testify in response to the queries of Mem-
bers of Congress.

I do not advocate such courses of ac-
tion.

My sole purpose in making these few
introductory comments is to be sure that
as a U.S. Senator I have not, by failing
to note Secretary Rusk’s unwillingness to
debate these issues with Members of Con-
gress in public session, conftributed to
establishing a precedent that Cabinet
members are immune from such appear-
ances. It is my personal view that the
administration—and specifically the Sec-
retaries of State and Defense—should be
willing, indeed, eager to test their policies
and policy objectives in the forum of
public debate and within the bounds of
the American Constitution,

Last evening, at the University of Notre
Dame, in my State of Indiana, where I
was to address an audience of students,
just before I made my remarks it was an-
nounced that the Secretary of Defense
intended to appear before the same
group, and would submit himself to
questions from the audience.

I stated last night, and state again
now, that it is remarkable to me that the
Secretary of Defense finds it possible to
submit himself to the students of Notre
Dame University, but finds it impossible
to submit himself to the U.S. Senate and
the duly elected members of the Senate
committees.

It is not enough for a Cabinet member
to be willing to expose himself to the
kleig lights only under circumstances
which he can control. As the Secretary
of State remarked last Thursday:

I think that an idea stands or falls on its
own merits.

But the point is the American system
of free debate and discussion requires,
as I believe Mr., Justice Holmes sug-
gested, that ideas be tested in the mar-
ketplace—not that they be handed down
by a King, a President, or a Secretary of
State as if they had been thereby in-
scribed in granite.

Let us assume, however, that the Sec-
retary of State will continue unwilling to
engage publicly in discussion with his
elected foreign policy critics. Under these
circumstances we must do the best we
can. That to me means that if we are to
permit the Secretary to dodge his critics,
if he is permitted to rely on defending his
policies on grounds of his own choice,
then we have a duty at least to propound
the kinds of guestions he should be will-
ing to discuss with the people and their
representatives.

Incidentally, the fact Secretary Rusk
held a conference—even that substitute
for discussion—was probably provoked
by criticism apparent in congressional de-
bate, public opinion polls, press dis-
patches from the United Nations and
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from Vietnam, and by perceptive and
troubled columnists and editorial writers.

One final point before commenting on
a few of the specifics of the Secretary’'s
press conference:

American involvement in Vietnam and
what we do about it has now reached the
point where our American policy must be
determined largely by the exercise of
good judgment. Where American policy
in Vietnam goes from here cannot be
justified on the basis of implications that
there exists a body of “‘facts” to which
the administration is privy, but of which
the public is not aware.

We are dealing with big issues upon
which there are no pat answers.

The President and his Joint Chiefs of
Staff do not know what, if anything, will
trigger the other side to call for Chinese
or Russian Volunteers. Secretary Rusk
did not know what would bring China
into Korea in 1951, as is shown by the
record, and he does not know today the
threshold beyond which we cannot go
without bringing on world war III.

The administration does not know the
point beyond which the American public
will not support them.

The Joint Chiefs and the President do
not know whether a little more bombing
will bring the other side to negotiations,
or whether the North Vietnamese have
the same staying power as Texans at the
Alamo

They do not know who will be in ¢charge
in South Vietnam in 6 months.

They do not know how many Ameri-
cans will be needed in South Vietnam to
pacify that country;

They do not know what to do to get
additional contributions either from al-
lies already in Vietnam or how to get help
from NATO countries; or India or Indo-
nesia, or Japan—all of which, according
to Mr. Rusk, are threatened.

In short, the judgment of any reason-
ably interested and knowledgeable Amer-
ican citizen is as good on this kind of
issue as the judgment of the President
or the Joint Chiefs of Staff—a number of
whose ex-members, I might note, dis-
agree seriously with the present members
of the Joint Chiefs.

What we do know very definitely and
certainly is that our American system is
based on the proposition that the judg-
ment of the American people on issues
like these is more likely to be right than
the judgment of any specialist—be he
President, the world's greatest jet ace,
or an authority on enzymes.

I turn now to the statement of the
Secretary of State last Thursday as he
met with the press.

Not having had opportunity fo ques-
tion the Secretary, I hope I do him no in-
justice ir my interpretation of the main
points in his press conference.

The Secretary’s principal emphasis
was upon his conclusion that American
security—using his term—is at stake in
Vietnam because “within the next dec-
ade or two, these will be a billion Chinese
on the mainland, armed with nuclear
weapons, with no certainty about what
their attitude toward the rest of Asia
will be.” Although we have not “nomi-
nated outselves to be the policemen of all
Asia,” said the Secretary, “we have a
tremendous stake in the ability of the
free nations of Asia to live in peace.”

American
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Therefore, as a “Pacific” power he con-
tends that we have formed alliances and
have “accepted a share in their defense
as part of the vital national interest of
the United States.”

The Secretary stated:

The almost unbelievable power of the
United States has been harnessed to the
snn;l:clle notion of organizing a peace in the
world.

What Secretary Rusk concludes from
this summary of his statement is that the
United States must use its tremendous
power to provide a shield until such time
as “the free nations of Asia brace them-
selves, get themselves set; with secure,
progressive, stable institutions of their
own, with cooperation among the free
nations of Asia—stretching from Korea
and Japan right around to the subcon-
tinent.”

This is necessary—

Says Secretary Rusk—

if there is to be peace in Asla over the next
10 or 20 years.

I hope I have done Secretary Rusk
justice. I hope I have guoted him ac-
curately. I have quoted him as much as
possible. I believe the foregoing is a
fair statement of his message which, if
I may summarize it in my words, is as
follows:

Asian Communist imperialism, repre-
sented by 1 billion Chinese, will be able
within the next few years, and with nu-
clear weapons, to threaten to impose
communism on 1 billion free Asians. The
Communists will be likely to succeed in
this venture unless the United States as-
sists the free nations of Asia by supplying
American manpower and material and
equating stability and progress in these
nations with the national security of the
United States. :

The objective of Aslan communism—

Says Secretary Rusk—
is to cut the world in two and as long as that
is the objective, the “hundreds of millions
of people in the free nations of Asia . . .
will be under the deadly and constant pres-
sure of the authorities In Peking . . . their
future ... circumscribed by fear.

As Vice President HumpHREY amplified
this new theme a few days later, October
15, Doylestown, Pa.:

Imagine what kind of world we would be
living in if the sweep of Asian Communism
should include all of Southeast Asia with its
millions of people and its vast resources. The
entire power structure of the world would be
destroyed and drastically changed.

If this be the true reflection of the
1€ basic objectives in Asia, I
would have liked to ask Secretary Rusk
and the administration sueh questions
as the following:

First, if free Asia is threatened by
Asian communism as suggested, then
why is it that the most populous nations
which are so threatened are not helping
the United States in Vietnam with men

and materiel? Specifically, why do not

Japan, Indonesia, and India not see the
threat in Secretary Rusk's terms? Do not
those three nations combined have more
industry, more raw material, and more
manpower than exists in all of mainland
China?

Second, is it not true that the United
States is paying directly, or indirectly,
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the full costs of the troops of Korea,
Thailand, and the Philippines who are
with us in Vietnam? Would they be will-
ing to help us without subsidy?

Third, why is it that most of our NATO
allies do not see the threat in the Secre-
tary’s terms? Does the United States
have a particular clairvoyance on this
subject?

Fourth, do a majority of the members
of the United Nations agree with the con-
clusion of the Secretary that “one of the
most important historical facts in this
postwar period has been that the almost
unbelievable power of the United States
has been harnessed to the simple notion
of organizing the peace in the world”?
Does not the United Nations have a role
in organizing the peace? Or, has the
United States preempted the world quest
for peace?

Fifth, how many troops does mainland
China now have stationed outside her
borders? Is that more or less than the
number of Americans stationed in Asia?
Does this disposition of troops suggest
to the world community that Chinese
communism is on the march?

Finally on this point, but not in the
nature of a question, I suggest that a
candid statement of the Secretary’s con-
clusion is that American boys must bear
the brunt of the attacks of Asian com-
munism on the free nations of Asia
until they are ready to do so themselves.
This conclusion is deficient in two fun-
damental respects.

First, the Secretary assumes that if
American boys and American materiel
will supply a shield, the free nations of
Asia, will “brace themselves, get them-
selves set” and then create “secure, pro-
gressive, stable institutions of their
own."”

That assumption simply does not ac-
cord with either the nature of human
beings or the nature of society. Ameri-
can citizens need only to consult their
own judgment to assess the validity of
that assumption, Why should any Asian
state worry about protecting itself if the
Americans will do it for them?

A shield of American boys will not en-
courage the Japanese, Indonesians, or
the Indians to fight their own battles any
more than the shield of American boys
in Vietnam has induced the South Viet-
namese to build up their own forces or
develop their own institutions.

The best way to build indigenous free
Asian defenses is to let these states see
their own freedom threatened—not for
the United States to lecture them. The
fact that both India and Indonesia have
asked the United States to stop the bomb-
ing and that the Japanese Government
stands quiet in embarrassed silence sug-
gests our lectures, pleas, and military
action are not in their view in defense
of freedom or assurance of peace.

The second fundamental deficiency in
Secretary Rusk’s conclusion that Amer-
icans must protect free nations of Asia
from Asian communism is that he as-
sumes the more Americans are ready to
do the job, the more we will be
respected.

Again, I suggest this does not accord
with human nature, or the facts.

Is it reasonable to expect that some-
how, after Asians kicked out the coloni-
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alists—French, British, and Dutch—
that now they are going to be anxious
to embrace Americans?

I think not.

It is this kind of judgment that any
American ecitizen can make by consult-
ing his own conscience.

Mr. President, Secretary Rusk spoke
of the “importance of precision” in our
discussions of Vietnam.

I suggest the Secretary was somewhat
imprecise himself when he said that
“the debate in which we are now involved
is essentially a debate about detail.”

This is rather imprecise. We are de-
bating the role of the United States in
the world and we are not agreed what
that role should be. He unfortunately
assumes that his view of the U.S. role
is the correct view.

Is this Nation torn as it is today by
discussion over “detail”? I think not.

As for imprecision, it seems to me that
word characterizes very well one of the
things that is wrong with our policies to-
ward Vietnam. At one time or another
the American people have been told that
we ‘are in Vietnam because we must
honor our commitments, that we are
fighting there for the principle of self-
determination, that if we do not fight
in Vietnam we would have to fight on
the Pacific coast, that we are fighting
to stop aggression, that we are there be-
cause the United Nations is ineffective,
and now we are told that we are in Asia
to prevent Asian communism from cut-
ting the world in two.

We are warned that we must not be
imprecise. Are we children?

This imprecision goes also to lesser
matters, hardly worth mentioning except
to warn that everything said or written
by administration spokesmen should be
taken with a grain of salt.

For example, in the press conference
of October 12, Secretary Rusk said:

‘We have had at least five substantial ces-
sations of the bombings.

But at an earlier conference on Febru-
ary 9 of this year, Mr. Rusk said:

We have on two occasions stopped the
bombing of North Vietnam to discover
whether there might be some constructive
reaction from the other side,

‘We were then in the midst of the short
“Tet” pause in bombing.

This discrepancy seems to me rather
imprecise—especially in view of the
fact that, since Tet, there has been
only one further bombing pause, on May
23, Buddha’s birthday.

Mr. Rusk made a great deal of the
point that the United States is respond-
ing to its commitment under the SEATO
Treaty. But as late as March 8, 1965, a
State Department official paper describ-
ing the legal basis for U.S. actions against
North Vietnam failed even to mention
the SEATO Treaty. And on August 1,
1964, when Senator Ervin asked the Sec-
retary of State—during the hearings on
the Gulf of Tonkin resolution—whether
we were assisting South Vietnam under
the obligations of the SEATO Treaty, the
Secretary replied:

We do believe that the obligations of the
SEATO Treaty are both joint and several, and
that the SEATO Treaty is a substantiating
basls for our presence there and our effort
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there although, however, we are not acting
specifically under the SEATO Treaty.

The Secretary also stated at his con-
ference on October 12, that “five signa-
tories have engaged their forces along-
side Korean and Vietnamese troops.” But
he failed to note that the most powerful
members of SEATO are not with us—
namely, France, Great Britain, and
Pakistan. He also failed to note that the
United States has as many troops in
South Korea as there are South Koreans
in Vietnam—all of whom, of course, are
paid by the United States.

The Secretary also stated that the
“proportion of non-U.S. forces in South
Vietnam is greater than non-U.S. forces
in Korea."” But he failed to note the key
fact, that in Korea the South Koreans
supplied two-thirds of the frontline
troops, whereas in Vietnam, the United
States is doing most of the fighting, and
the South Vietnamese forces are engaged
in garrison duty.

In conclusion, Mr. President, I com-
mend the Secretary’s press conference
of October 12 to the most careful study—
word by word. Imprecise as it is, it is the
most precise statement of the role which
the Secretary envisages for the United
States in this world.

We are the world’s greatest power. No
doubt of it.

This administration plans to use that
power to save Asia from communism,
even if we must do so virtually single-
handed—as seems likely—and without
regard to the cost of our domestic so-
ciety. We stand ready to save a billion
free Asians from a threat most of them
do not feei.

This is a crusade we had better not
embark upon—certainly not until a con-
sensus has developed which is much
larger than now exists in the country.

ExH1iBIT 1

[From the Washington (D.C.) Post,
Oct. 13, 1067]

“CENTRAL OBJECTIVE Is A . . .
RELIABLE PEACE"”

(The text of Secretary of State Dean Rusk's
news conference yesterday:)

Secretary Rusk: I should like to begin
with a brief comment on the current public
discussion of Vietnam,

I find no significant body of American
opinion which would have us withdraw from
Vietnam and abandon Southeast Asia to the
fate which Aslan communism has planned
for it. Similarly, I find no serious opinion
among us which wishes to transform this
struggle into a general war.

We Americans are, therefore, debating
variations on a theme—but the theme is a
central position resting upon (a) the need
to meet our commitments and defend our
vital national interests; (b) the pursuit of
our limited objectives by limited means, and
(c) our earnest desire to bring this confiict
to a peaceful conclusion as soon as possible.
Hanol particularly should not misunderstand
the character of this debate.

Our commitment is clear and our national
interest is real. The SEATO Treaty approved
with only one dissenting vote by our Senate,
declares that “Each party recognizes that
aggression by means of armed attack in the
treaty area ... would endanger its own
peace and safety, and agrees that it will in
that event act to meet the common dan-
ger . . ."

The Treaty says “each party” will act. The
fidelity of the United States is not subject to
the veto of some other signatory—and five

Rusk:
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signatories have engaged their forces along-
side Korean and South Vietnamese troops.
Indeed, the proportion of non-U.S. forces in
South Vietnam is greater than non-U.S.
forces in Korea.

In August, 1964, the Congress by joint
resolution declared, with only two dissent-
ing votes, that “The United States regards
as vital to its national interest and to world
peace the maintenance of international peace
and security in Southeast Asia This was
not a new idea in 1964. It was the basis for
the SEATO Treaty a decade earlier. It is no
less valid in 1867. Our several alliances in
the Pacific reflect our profound interest in
peace in the Pacific, and in Asia where two-
thirds of the world's people live, no less vital
to us as a Nation than is peace in our own
hemisphere or in the NATO area.

I have heard the word “credibility” in-
jected into our domestic debate. Let me
say, as solemnly as I can, that those who
would place in question the credibility of the
pledged word of the United States under our
mutual security treaties would subject this
Nation to mortal danger. If any who would
be our adversary should suppose that our
treaties are a bluff or will be abandoned if
the going gets tough, the result could be
catastrophe for all mankind.

It is not easy for our people to wage a
struggle by limited means for limited objec-
tives. We Americans are an impatient peo-
ple—a quality which has helped to build a
great Natlon. The present impatience about
Vietnam is thoroughly understandable—and
is shared by those who carry official responsi-
bility. But our overriding object is—and
must be in this modern world—the estab-
lishment of a reliable peace. It is easy to
rush into total catastrophe. It requires cour-
age and determination to act with both firm-
ness and restraint in the interest of peace.
An examination of the crises in which we
have been involved since 1945 will show, I
think, the supremacy of the objective of a
reliable peace.

President Johnson has emphasized, time
and time again, his interest in a prompt and
peaceful settlement of the present struggles
in Southeast Asia, Just two weeks ago, in
San Antonio, he said:

“The United States is willing to stop all
aerial and naval bombardment of North Viet-
nam when this will lead promptly to produc-
tive discussions. We, of course, assume that
while discussions proceed, North Vietnam
would not take advantage of the bombing
cessation or limitation."”

Can there be a more reasonable proposal?
Is there anything unfair about such a simple
proposition? Is it not clear that if Hanoi
is Interested In peace it could say “yes”
publicly or privately to the President’s offer?

A rejection, or a refusal even to discuss
such a formula for peace, requires that we
face some sober conclusions. It would mean
that Hanoi has not abandoned its effort to
seize SBouth Vietnam by force. It would give
reality and credibility to captured documents
which describe a “fight and negotiate” strat-
egy by Vietcong and the North Vietnamese
forces. It would reflect a view in Hanol that
they can gamble upon the character of the
American people and of our allies in the
Pacific.

Earlier I referred to variations on a theme.
The debate in which we are now involved is
essentially a debate above detall—this or
that military move, this or that diplomatic
step, this or that formulation of what is in
fact a common middle position. If that be
true, precision is important. People at least
should make it clear whether they are argu-
ing with Washington or with Hanol.

When people talk about a pause in the
bombing, they should know that Hanol calls
a pause an ‘‘ultimatum.” When a Senator
says that he wants to stop the bombing but,
of course, wishes to continue to bomb in
support of our Marines south of the DMZ, he
should know that Hanol categorically re-
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Jects any such notion. When people say
“Negotiate now,” they should know that the
President would meet with Ho Chi Minh and
other chiefs of state concerned tomorrow—
and that I would depart today for any
mutually convenient spot if I could meet a
representative of North Vietnam with whom
I could discuss peace in Southeast Asia.

Chairman Thieu and Prime Minister Ky
have repeatedly offered to meet with the
authorities of Hanol to arrange a cease-fire
and a peaceful settlement. They and we both
responded affirmatively to U Thant's pro-
posals of last March. Had there been a simi-
lar response from Hanol, there would have
been discussions to arrange a military stand-
still, preliminary conversations and a conven-
ing of the Geneva conference, Literally dozens
of proposals made by ourselves, other gov-
ernments or groups of governments have
been rejected by Hanol.

I cannot tell you when peace will come. I
am encouraged by progress toward peace in
South Vietnam, but I cannot name a date.
But we shall continue our effort both by
resisting those who would impose their solu-
tions by brute force and by an unremitting
exploration of every path which could lead
to peace.,

I am ready for your questions.

Q: Mr. Secretary, with regard specifically
to President Thieu's offer, reported offer to
meet with Hanol and then arrange a week’s
pause in bombing if they agreed to talks, one
was the United States consulted on this of-
fer first, and did it agree, and, two, do you
think such a limited offer has any chance of
success?

A: My understanding is that a press officer
repeated what President-elect Thieu had
sald during his campaign, I think in August.
And that this was not itself a new develop-
ment. Of course, we would be very much
interested in Hanol's response to such a sug-
gestion.

The problem s that dozens and dozens
of suggestions have been made to Hanol
through all sorts of channels, with all sorts
of formula, and that Hanoi has categorically
rejected all of them.

Now, this is the sort of an idea which
is no problem for Washington, What is needed
is some response from Hanol to this or any
one of a dozen other ideas with which Hanoi
is thoroughly familiar,

Q: Mr. Secretary, some question has arisen
in connection with the report from Saigon
today as to whether the United States was
consulted about President Thieu's proposed
move, and how President Thieu can make
a bombing offer when he Is not doing the
bombing.

A: Oh, I think there is no problem between
ourselves and the government of South Viet-
nam on that. We have had at least five sub-
stantial cessations of the bombings. Every-
thing turns on what Hanol’s attitude is. We
and the government of South Vietnam keep
in close touch on these matters, but the an-
swer does not come just from Saigon and
Washington. The answer must come from
Hanotl as well.

BIGN FROM HANOI

Q: Mr. Secretary, you talked in your state-
ment about the importance of precision, and
with that in mind, sir, I wonder if you could
help us understand whether the United
States now still requires a military sign of
deescalation from Hanoi in exchange for
cessation of the bombing, or whether the
President’s statement about assuming Hanof
will not take advantage of a bombing pause
represents a change.

A: Well, I think we ought to be clear that
as far as the United States is concerned, we
would engage In negotiations without any
conditions whatever at the earllest possible
moment. I frequently sald we will do that
today.

Now, the other slde has raised a major con-
dition. That condition Is a permanent and
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unconditional cessation of the bombing. And
they have also indicated that they will take
no corresponding military action on their
side but would expect to go ahead with their
part of the war with complete intensity, with
all of the effort that they can mobilize.

Now, President Johnson in San Antonio
stated an assumption. This is an assumption
with respect to the conditlon imposed by
Hanol. The assumption would be that if we
stopped the bombing there would not be
military advantage taken by that cessation
of the bombing by Hanol.

Now, Hanol knows what this means, and
we have had not the slightest indication that
Hanoi is prepared for those prompt and pro-
ductive talks to which the President alluded
in his S8an Antonio reference.

zncb‘umczmm

Q: Mr. Secretary, you sald you were en-
couraged about the prospects of peace in
Vietnam. Why are you encouraged in view of
the lack of reaction from Hanol?

A: Well, there are many things, I know
that some reporter in Saigon invented the
word “stalemate.” Our military authorities
do not believe there is a stalemate. Ambas-
sador Bunker doesn't believe there Is a stale-
mate. We see defections from the Vietcong
double what they were last year. We see the
recruitment of southerners to the Vietcong
dropped by approximately a half. We see
desertions from the South Vietnamese forces
sharply reduced over last year.

You have heard Gen. Larsen’s report on
what is happening in the II Corps area,
which is half the land area of South Viet-
nam, the opening up of roads, the opening up
of rallways, the areas under government con-
trol, the sharp reduction of areas under Viet-
cong control. There are many indicators that
the government and Allied forces are getting
on with the job on the military side.

Beyond that, despite all the tongues-in-
cheek, despite all the skepticism, the South
Vietnamese have come through with what
really ought to be considered almost a mira-
cle in politics.

In the midst of a dirty, tough, mean,
guerrilla war, they have elected a Constituent
Assembly; they have adopted a Constitution:
they have had hamlet and village elections
throughout the country; they have elected a
President and a Vice President and a Sen-
ate; they will shortly elect a lower house of
the Legislature, in a situation where the
Vietcong in most areas has said, if you vote,
you die, and they are getting on with it.

Now, it is not easy, and we can sit back
here comfortably and be skeptical about de-
talls, worry about this or that particular
point, but the overriding fact is that in the
midst of this kind of struggle, the South
Vietnamese have been moving steadily to-
ward a constitutional system,

Now, these elections were held in areas
representing some 75 per cent of the popu-
lation., A very high percentage of those who
registered voted favorably, compared with
our own elections in this country. The eco-
nomie situation has been improving. In
other words, the Vietcong have not achleved
their objective. The country is moving ahead.
And I see no reason for us to be gloomy
simply because it is not over yet. We have
had our combat forces there for approxi-
mately two years, and other Allies have put
forces in there, and the situation is moving.

Now, one can find individual incidents
here and there that would throw doubt on
it, and the skeptic can always find some basis
for his story, but there are at least a thou-
sand stories a day that could be filed from
Saigon, many of them of success, many of
them refiecting close cooperation, friendship
and acts of kindness among South Vietna-
mese and Americans.

When you look at the total situation it's
moving, and I have no reason myself what-
ever to subscribe to this notlon of a stale-
mate. It is not a stalemate at all.
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SOVIET MOTIVE

Q: Mr. Secretary, what is the motive of the
Soviet government to reject the reconvening
of the Geneva conference? Did you explore
this with Mr. Gromyko in New York?

A: I find it difficult to get into motives, I
would suppose that Hanol categorically re-
fuses a Geneva conference, and therefore the
Soviet Union is unwilling to step out in
front and join with the British Cochairman
to convene a conference to which Hanoi and
Peking both strenuously object. We ourselves
will be very glad to have such a conference
convened, about Vietnam, about Laos, about
Cambodia, or about any subject related to
Southeast Asia,

A Benator the other day in the course of a
Senate debate was asked what his alternative
was for Vietnam, and he said, “well, I would
like to see a Geneva conference.” Well, he is
not arguing with Washington. We have tried
over and over again to use the Geneva ma-
chinery for the purposes for which it was
established, We will be glad to see the two

cochalrmen say, go to Geneva, and put them-"

selves In touch with elements or parties in
the dispute, We would be glad to have the
three ICC countries do the same thing or to
make arrangements for the demilitarization
of the DMZ or to assure Prince Sithanouk that
Cambodia’s neutrality will not be abused.

So there is no problem with us on that.
The problem is that Hanol says “no”.

SHIFT OF TALKS

Q@: Mr. Secretary, what do you think of the
thesis of turning negotiations upside down
and beginning instead between Washington
and Hanel at some lower level within the
countries, specifically between the govern-
ment of Salgon and the NLF, or elements of
it? t

A: Well, we, as you know, draw no major
distinetion between what is called the NLF
and Hanol. I think that the United States
view is affected by the fact that as far as

is concerned, our problem is with
Hanoi. We did not put our combat forces
into South Vietnam because of dissident ele-
ments in South Vietnam. We put our combat
forces in. there because North Vietnamese
forces moved into South Vietnam. So that
our problem of peace 1s with Hanol.

Further than that, we know from ecap-
tured documents, testimony of prisoners and
other sources of information that the NLF
is directed from Hanol on a daily basis,

Now, we have no objections to exploring
the possibilities of contacts with the NLF,
nor do we have any objections to the govern-
ment in Salgon doing so. But I would not
want to mislead you by thinking that in my
judgment that is going to solve the problem
of North Vietnamese reglments in South
Vietnam for the purpose of imposing a solu-
tion on that country by force. Hanol has a
major role to play in peace in this situation,
and until there is some indication from
Hanol that they are prepared to make peace,
then I don't think that lesser formulae are
likely to solve the problem.

DEVELOPMENTS IN 1867

Q: Mr. Secretary, on the same day the
Russians ratified the Outer Space Treaty and
announced their biggest ever rise in their
arms budget. Would you please appraise the
relative welght of these two events in U.S.-
Soviet relations?

A Well, as far as the arms budget is con-
cerned, I believe that the defense budget as
they announced it is about the same propor-
tion of thelr new budget as it was in the
previous budget. In any event, it indicates
some increase. Just what direction that in-
crease will take we have no way of knowing.
There was some indication that it related to
the need for more military assistance to
other countries. And we know that they are
increasing their military assistance to North
Vietnam. But it is true that we signed the
Space Treaty, and I think it is worth pausing
to reflect a little on 1967 despite Vietnam.
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1t turns out to be a most constructive year.
The Eennedy Round negotiations were suc-
cessfully concluded, The International Mone-
tary Fund took a major step in the fleld of
international liquidity. The Space Treaty was
ratified unanimously by our Senate. We con-
cluded the Consular Treaty with the Soviet
Union. We and the Soviet Union filed a joint
draft of a nonproliferation treaty in Geneva.
The Presidents of the Western Hemisphere
decided to go for a Latin American Common
Market in this next decade. The Asian De-
velopment Bank became a going institution
this year. Even though there was a distress-
ing and sharp war in the Middle East, the
fighting was ended in four days without the
intervention of the great powers.

In other words, there have been some very
constructive developments this year looking
toward a general peace and a general solu-
tion of problems despite the pain and the
tragedy of Vietnam. We should not be negli-
gent of those important developments.

FULBRIGHT VIEW

Q: Mr, Secretary, in a speech in the Sen-
ate yesterday, Sen, Fulbright asserted that
the United Natlons is being deterred from
actlon concerning Vietnam more by the fall-
ure of the United States to encourage it to
act than by the opposition of the Soviet
Union, What are your views on that, sir, and
what role do you think the United Nations
can play?

A: Well, I don't have his statement in
front of me. I—relying upon the way you
stated 1t—

Q: Would you like for me to gef it ver-
batim?

A: —would say that it is not true. The
United States would be glad to have the
United Nations take up this question and
deal with it responsibly. We have pending in
the Security Council a resolution which the
Security Council does not wish to act upon.

I think the general attitude in the United
Natlons seems to be that since Hanol and
Peking and Moscow are saying that this is not
appropriate for the United Nations, that an
effort by the United Nations to resolve this
problem might get in the way of the use of
otheér machinery, such as the Geneva ma-
chinery or quiet, bilateral, diplomatic ex-
ploration.

Now, I have sald many times that we our-
selves do not share this view because we be-
lieve that the United Nations has a respon-
sibility for general peace and security in the
world and we'd be glad to see them take it
up. But, on the other hand, there are some
problems about going through an exercise of
futility, if that is what it appears to be, to
satisfy some critics among our own people.

We can’t say to you that a resolution will
come out of the Security Council because of
the Soviet veto, and the Soviets have made
it perfectly clear they will veto. And we have
no reason to think that the General As-
sembly will address itself in this matter in
the same way in which the U.N. is address-

ing itself to the Middle East. In the case of

the Middle East, they have had a long asso-
clation with these problems. They played the
crucial role in establishing the state of Israel.
They have had peacekeeping forces out there
and they have had armistice machinery out
there, and this matter has been before the
United Nations year after year. They have
the United Nations machinery for refugees
in the area, but this is not the attitude in
the United Nations about South Vietnam,
I think that they are somehow hoping that
other means and other procedures will find
the key that will unlock this problem, when
they are on notice by most of the parties
concerned—that the United Nations will not
be permitted to find that key and not be
permitted by Hanoi, Peking and Moscow.

INTELLECTUALS
Q: Mr. Secretary, may I ask, in view of a

widely published report, whether in your
nonpublic appearances around the country
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you are denouncing the intellectual critics
of the war, including Arthur Schlesinger, and
whether as reported you have dismissed
Roger Hilsman.

A: No, I am not going to comment on
third-hand reports on what I was alleged to
have said in a private meeting. These things
get out of context very quickly.

It is not true that I have any generic at-
titude toward all those people who call them-~
selves or are called intellectuals.

I've been around them a good deal in my
time.

I do recall, once in a while—perhaps you
will forgive me for this—as friends used to
say of Einstein—that he was a genius in
mathematical physics, an amateur in music,
and a baby in politics.

Now, I think that an idea stands or falls
on its own merits and the fact that a man
knows everything there is to know about
enzymes doesn't mean that he knows very
much about Vietnam or how to organize a
peace or the life and death of nations.

S0, I have great respect for intellectuals,
but I don’t feel that I'm intimidated by
them.

(Laughter.)

PUBLIC DISCUSSION

Q: Mr. Secretary, you sald in your opening
statement that essentidlly we are engaged in
a debate about detail, but the record would
indicate that there has been increasing de-
fection in the ranks of Administration sup-
porters in the Congress. Do you contemplate,
sir, a further sequence of public appearances
in the Congress to try to clarify, amplify this
position?

A: Well, I'm not sure that as far as the
Congress 1s concerned the way to clarify and
achleve accord is' through public appear-
ances. I myself greatly enjoy serious, re-
sponsible, candid consultation with the great
committees of Congress in circumstances in
which such discourse can take place. I do
not think such discourse can take place
always in open session. y

As far as I'm concerned, a public hearing
has some of the same problems as does a
press conference. There are very few secrets,
if Americans can discuss these matters among
themselves without the rest of the world
listening in. But when our allles in the non-
allgned world and the Communists are listen-
ing In, ‘there are some 'inhibitions at least
upon the Secretary of State, because what I
say in my official capacity does have reper-
cussions in other places.

Now, these repercussions don't occur when
there can be private consultations in execu-
tive sessions.

Now, that doesn’t mean that I'm opposed
to public discussion. I have taken part in a
good many of them and made a
good many public appearances in the Con-
gress. Buf in terms of exercising the great
constitutional responsibllities of the Presi-
dent and of the Congress in the national
interest, I think myself that close consul-
tation behind closed doors is one of the bet-
ter ways to do it.

We do have men engaged in combat. We
do have some very serious and delicate prob-
lems in front of us. And these are not prob-
lems that can always be fully explored or
resolved with the kleig lights and the rest of
the world all looking on and listening in.

BOMBING HALT

Q: Mr, Secretary, I'm not clear yet on your
explanation of the President’s statement in
San Antonio. Is that intended to modify,
reduce, or leave ambiguous our terms, our
conditions for a bombing pause in North
Vietnam?

A: Well, I think we ought to just read the
statement for what it says and reflect upon
the absence of a response from Hanol.

Now, you may wonder about the details
of this expression that they will not take
advantage of a bombing halt. There's no
point, as I have said before in these confer-
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ences, no point in my negotiating the details
of that with you because you can't stop the
bombing. We are prepared to discuss the de-
tails of that with Hanol. They know it—they
know it. But the point I was making is this:
It seems to me that this is an essentially
reasonable and fair proposal for anyone who
is interested in peace. And it seems to me
that it is hard for anyone to reject this
proposal without confessing at the same
time that they are not interested in peace
and that they propose to continue their
effort to move in on Southeast Asia.

This is not, by the way, just a question of
Vietnam. I have never subscribed to the
domino theory; it’s much too esoteric. There
are North Vietnamese regiments today fight-
ing in South Vietnam. There are North Viet-
namese armed forces in Laos being opposed
by Laotian forces. There are North Vietna-
mese-trained guerrillas operating in North-
east Thalland. There are Communist dis-
sident elements in Burma who are being
aided, encouraged and helped from outside
Burma across the Chinese frontier.

There was a major Communist effort in
19656 to pull off a coup d'etat against In-
donesia. You don't need the domino theory.
Look at their proclaimed doctrine and look
at what they're doing about it.

Now, we would like to see peace in South
Vietnam and in Southeast Asia just as quick-
ly as possible. It takes two to make a peace;
and we would like to see some Indication
from the other side that they accept the
notion that all countries, large and small,
as the U.N. charter puts it, have a right to
live in peace without molestation from across
their frontiers.

When that moment comes, there can be
peace very quickly, indeed; and the United
States will be no obstacle whatever In making
a peace on that basis.

ASIAN ALLIES

Q: Mr. Secretary, do you foresee a greater
effort or greater participation by some of the
Asian allles in Vietnam, and what are the
prospects for a meeting of the seven nations
contributing troops there?

A: On the question of a meeting the seven
nations do keep in touch with each other by
various means, There 1s no present time or
date for such a meeting. We would expect
that one might well occur, but that does not
mean that we're not in continuing contact
with each other.

As far as forces are concerned, this will
be for each country to determine for itself;
and each country would make its own an-
nouncements on that subject.

Of course, we would be glad to see addi-
tional forces from other countries involved
in South Vietnam.

I do want to emphasize that the present
effort is not negligible. South Vietnam has
something like 700,000 men under arms. I
think the comparable figure for us would be
somewhere in the range of nine million com-
pared to their population or any other meas-
ure you want to put on it.

The Laotian forces are engaged in Laos,
The Thals are engaged in Northeast Thailand,
in addition to what they have been putting
into South Vietnam,

So that there is a significant effort by the
countries of Southeast Asia to fend off this
pressure from the North.

CHE GUEVARA

Q: Mr. Secretary, I'd llke to ask you on
another subject for a second—whether you
have satisfied yourself that the man killed in
Bolivia within the week was indeed Che
Guevara.

A: Well, I have no—when you say have
I satisfied myself, I have no personal, inde-
pendent proof. But, on the other hand, I
have no reason whatever to doubt the reports
which have come in from the Bolivian gov-
ernment. And I am proceeding on the basis
that it was Che Guevara, and without any
reason whatever to doubt it.
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RED ARMS TO ARABS

Q: Mr, Secretary, would you assess for us
the stand of Soviet arms delivery to the Arab
nations, especlally in view of the conflicting
estimates?

A: Well, I think I wouldn't want to get
into figures. I've seen some estimates that
appear to me to be too high. There was some
significant resupply of certain of the Arab
forces by the Soviet Union following the
events of last June. We have, as you know,
publicly, as well as privately, proposed that
the principal arms-supplying countries get
together with the countries in the area and
try to find some celling on the arms race in
that area, It is the one point on which we
have been, I think, most disappointed up to
this point; but I wouldn’'t want to try to
straighten out figures, as between 60 per cent
or B0 per cent and figures of that sort.

MIDEAST DIPLOMACY

Q: Mr, Secretary, on the diplomatic front
in the Middle East, there have been several
U.8.-Soviet meetings on the subject lately.
Does this diplomatic activity indicate that
you're making any progress within the pres-
ent framework on this subject? Can you re-
port anything to us on that?

A: Well, In our business we work at such
questions very hard, on the basis that prog-
ress is possible and that a good result can
be achieved. We have not yet reached that
result. It is, therefore, little hazardous to
indicate whether we feel that real progress
is being made.

What is happening is private consultation
among the countries in the area, or with
countries In the area and among certain of
the countries outside the larger powers, to
see if we could find a basis on which there
can be a permanent peace In the area,

Now, this turns critically upon the atti-
tude of the countries in the area. At the
present time I do not think that it turns
upon major differences or conflicts among
the great powers but, nevertheless, it 1s not
easy for the great powers to agree among
themselves unless they know what the atti-
tudes of the countries in the area will be.

Now, I think this process is likely to con-
tinue. I don't think that time is working
now on the side of a peaceful settlement.
I think it is important for some movement
to get started and that the United Nations
has both a responsibility and an opportunity
here in this situation.

So these discussions go on. They go on in
great detail, with many governments. And I
would hope that before too long we could
find a formula which would move this situ-
ation toward that permanent peace which
we desperately hope for, and which I think
the ordinary peoples of the area would wel-
come if it could be obtained.

TU.5. IMAGE ABROAD

Q: Mr. Secretary, one of the elements in
the public discussion over stopping the
bombing particularly, in Congress, seems to
be senatorial worries about how the United
States is regarded abroad. Senators have
heard the opening debate in the General As-
sembly, where Foreign Minister after For-
elgn Minister has urged the United States to
stop the bombing.

When you are confronted with a concern
like that—I think almost 30 Forelgn Min-
isters asked for a pause in the bombing—
how do you reply to that concern. And,
linked with that ls Sen. Cooper’s proposal
to stop bombing except on the infiltration
routes above the DMZ.

A: Well, on the last point—a proposal to
stop the bombing except on the infiltration
routes would be categorically rejected by
Hanol; and not move us one inch toward
peace, unless Hanoi makes a major change
in its position. Your count on Foreign Min-
isters is a little higher than mine, in terms
of stopping the bombing.

You know, I haven’t found anyone in the
world—private citizen, or public officlal, in
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this or other governments—who have come
to me and said, “If you stop the bombing,
and there is no response from Hanoi, then
our attitude would change."

I had a group of private citizens in not
long ago to talk about this, and they wanted
us to stop the bombing. I sald, “All right, if
we stop the bombing"—we have stopped it
on & number of occasions—"If we stop the
bombing and Hanol does not respond, will
you then change your view?” They said, “No,
of course, not."

I could only say well, if we can’t influence
you by stopping the bombing, how do you
expect us to influence Hanoi by stopping the
bombing?

Now I would be glad to hear from any of
these Foreign Ministers what their govern-
ments will do i{f we stop the bombing, and
there is no response from Hanol. And I want
to hear that. I haven't heard it from anybody.

I do know what the British Cochairman
would do if we stopped the bombing: Make
& maximum effort to get this matter moved
toward peace.

But, if Hanol is saying “No,"” all the time,
then he has very little chance. And, if the
other Cochairman won't cooperate, there is
very little chance.

So I would like to hear somebody tell me
what they would do if we stopped the bomb-
ing. It is not just Hanol who is not saying
that.

HANOI OFFER?

Q: Mr, Secretary, on that point, is it not
correct that this Government was informed
by the Soviet government, on the authoriza-
tlon of Hanoi, that if the bombing was
stopped there would be a conference between
the United States and North Vietnam within
three or four weeks?

A: No, we were not informed that, We
were not informed of that. There was a pub-
lic statement by Mr. Kosygin, in London. But
Hanol has not said that, to our knowledge.
Anyhow, just in case they should say it,
why three or four weeks? Why not the next
morning? :

Q: Is that a material difference?

A: Well, I don’t know. But I don't know
what walting for three or four weeks means,

But what we need—There is no one in the
world who has been able to tell us what
Hanol would do if we stopped the bombing.

Now, we don't have to speculate about
this; we checked this out with Hanoi. We
don’t have to speculate and engage in wish-
ful thinking, and proceed on a hypothetical
basis, and think that maybe the atmosphere
would be improved. Of course, the atmos-
phere would be improved over North Viet-
nam, But what we want to know is “What
would happen?” and Hanol is not willing to
tell us what would happen, and no one else
is able to tell us what would happen. So,
we want to hear something.

For us to say, “We will stop, you go right
ahead with your war; you live there safely
and comfortably, without being disturbed
while you send your men and arms into South
Vietnam for the next 50 years,” where would
be the incentive for peace?

Now, we are interested in peace; we are
not interested in a sanctuary which will let
them carry on these operations against South
Vietnam and Laos for eternity; while they
sit there in their sanctuary taking their own
time, paying no price, trying to seize their
neighbors by force. Now, let’s not be children.

Yes.

NATIONAL SECURITY

Q: Mr. Secretary, one of the questions—
basic questions—that seems to be emerging
in this Senate debate is whether our na-
tional security is really at stake in Vietnam,
and whether Vietnam represents an integral
part of our defense perimeter in the Pacific.

Your earlier statement indicates that you
think our security is at stake in Vietnam, I
think it would help in this debate if you
would perhaps elaborate and explain why
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you think our security is at stake in
Vietnam.

A: Within the next decade or two, there
will be a billion Chinese on the mainland,
armed with nuclear weapons, with no cer-
tainty about what their attitude toward the
rest of Asia will be. ;

Now the free nations of Asia will make up
at least a billlon people. They don't want
China to overrun them on the basis of a
doctrine of the world revolution, The mill-
tancy of China has isolated China, even
within the Communist world, but they have
not drawn back from it, They have reaflirmed
it, as recently as their reception of their great
and good friend, Albania, two days ago.

Now we belleve that the free nations of
Asia must brace themselves, get themselves
set; with secure, progressive, stable insti-
tutions of their own, with cooperation among
the free nations of Asia—stretching from
Korea and Japan right around to the sub-
continent—Iif there is to be peace in Asla
over the next 10 or 20 years. We would hope
that in China there would emerge a genera-
tion of leadership that would think seriously
about what is called “peaceful co-existence,”
that would recognize the pragmatic necessity
for human beings to live together in peace,
rather than on a basis of continuing warfare.

Now from a strategic polnt of view, it is
not very attractive to think of the world cut
in two by Aslan communism, reaching out
through Southeast Asia and Indonesia, which
we know has been their objective; and that
these hundreds of millions of people in the
free nations of Asia should be under the
deadly and constant pressure of the author-
itles in Peking, so that their future is cir-
cumscribed by fear.

Now these are vitally Important matters
to us, who are both a Paclfic and an Atlantic
power. After all, World War II hit us from
the Pacific, and Asia is where two-thirds of
the world’s people live. So we have a tremen-
dous stake in the ability of the free na-
tions of Asia to live In peace; and to turn
the interests of people in mainland China
to the pragmatic requirements of their own
people, and away from a doctrinaire and
ideological adventurism abroad.

COMMITMENTS

Q: Could I ask just one follow-up ques-
tion on that, sir:

Do you think you can fulfill this very large
commitment of containment and still meet
the commitment of the Manila conference—
to withdraw within six months after a peace
agreement has been reached?

A: Oh, yes, I think so.

That does not mean that we ourselves
bave nominated ourselves to be the police-
men for all of Asia. We have, for good
reasons, formed alliances with Korea and
Japan, the Philippines, the Republic of
China, Thalland, Australla, and New Zea-
land; and South Vietnam 1is covered by the
Southeast Asia Treaty.

That doesn’t mean that we are the general
policemen. Today, the Laotian forces are car-
rying the burden in Laos on the ground. The
Thais are carrying the burden in Thailand;
the Burmese are carrying the burden in
Burma; the Indians are carrying the burden
upon their northeastern frontier—the Sik-
kim border—and whatever other threat there
might be in that direction,

But we have our part; we have accepted a
share, and we have accepted that share as
a part of the vital national interest of the
United States,

Now what I don't understand is that Sena-
tors would declare in August, 1964, that the
United States considers it a vital national in-
terest of this country that there be interna-
tional peace and security of Southeast Asia.
And, then, two years later, some of them
seem to brush that aside as having no valid-
ity. Now that wasn't a Tonkiln Bay reaction.
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Paragraph 1 was Tonkin Bay. Paragraph 2
was Southeast Asia.

Now if people change their minds, then it
is fair to ask the question:

“On which occasion were they right?"

Now I personally belleve they were right in
August, 1964. And perhaps they will be
right again if they come back to that posi-
tion—1068 or '69.

But these are not matters that change
with the wind. These have to do with the
possibility of organizing a peace on a planet
on which human beings can destroy each
other, Now perhaps we could at least agree
that that is the central question, even
though there could be some debate about
how you do it.

And I believe that those who think that
you can have peace by letting one small
country after the other be overrun have
got a tremendous burden of proof in the
light of the history of the past four decades;
and they have not sustained that burden
of proof,

CENTRAL OBJECTIVE

Q: Mr. Secretary, would you describe the
net objective here than as the containment
of Chinese Communist militancy?

A: No. The central objective is an orga-
nized and reliable peace.

Now if China pushes out against those
with whom we have alliances, then we have a
problem, but so does China. If China pushes
out against the Soviet Union, both China
and the Soviet Union have a problem.

'We are not picking out ourselves, we are
not picking out Peking as some sort of spe-
cial enemy. Peking has nominated itself by
proclaiming a militant doctrine of the world
revolution, and doing something about it.
This is not a theoretical debate; they are
doing something about it.

Now we can live at peace—we have not had
a war with the Soviet Union, in 50 years of
co-existence, since their revolution. We are
not ourselves embarked upon an ideological
campaign to destroy anybody who -calls
themselves Communist, But we are interest-
ed in the kind of world structure sketched in
Articles I and II of the United Nations char-
ter, in which all nations, large and small,
have aright to live in peace.

And the aggressors nominate themselves—
we don't choose them—the ors nomi-
nate themselves by what they say and do.
And when they do, then those who are
genuinely interested in peace have a problem
on their hands, and sometimes it gets tough;
and sometimes we are tested, and we find out
what kind of people we are. And I think one
of the most important historical facts in
this postwar period has been that the al-
most unbelievable power of the United
States has been harnessed to the simple no-
tion of organizing a peace in the world.

Q: Thank you, Mr. Secretary.

THE VICE PRESIDENT ADDRESSES

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, in an
address to the 40th anniversary meeting
of the Future Farmers of America, a
one-time smalltown boy from Doland,
S. Dak., now the Vice President of the
United States, HuBerr H. HUMPHREY,
made a plea to the young people par-
ticipating to help provide leadership to
build up our rural communities and
create a good life in smaller towns away
from our stricken cities.

I ask unanimous consent that the Vice
President’s remarks be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the address
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:
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ReEmaARKS OF VicE PRESIDENT HUBERT H. HUM-
PHREY BEFORE THE FUTURE FARMERS OF
AMERICA, Kansas Criry, Mo. OcroBer 11,
1967
This 40th anniversary of the Future Farm-

ers of America is a great occasion for me. I

can make a claim none of you young people

can—I have followed your progress for the
full forty years.

Just & few weeks ago I had an excellent
progress report from your national officers
who visited me in Washington.

Let me hasten to add that I cannot remem-
ber the passage of the Smith-Hughes Act for
Vocational Training in Agriculture which got
this whole movement started,

Because of what I know about you I have
the greatest confidence in your future.

I am confident primarily for one reason—
I feel that you have always had, and con-
tinue to have, a sense of the tremendous and
exciting opportunities open to you. Despite a
bad impression created by a very few, I
know that faith in the future is a charac-
teristic of most of your generation. And since
half of our citizens are under 25 today, it is
a hopeful sign for this nation.

What kind of a future are we going to
build for ourselves and for America? (I say
“We" because I fully expect to be in this
with you for a long time).

One thing is certain: Whatever path we
choose, we will have a lot to work with.

Our country is rich, and it is going to grow
a lot richer as we move through the last
third of this Twentieth Century.

American farms produce a greater abun-
dance than any other farms in the world, and
that abundance will surely increase.

Planes and cars will be faster, communi-
cations quicker, life longer. Our astronauts
will move farther out into space, our ocean-
ographers will probe the depths of the sea.

By every measurement of quantity, size
and speed we shall move forward.

But what about the quality of American
life? How are we going to use our abun-
dance?

A great American President—and citizen
of this state—Harry Truman—once said:
“Democracy is based on the conviction that
man has the moral and intellectual capacity,
as well as the inalienable right, to govern
himself with reason and justice.”

Is it reasonable and just when smoke and
waste from our automobiles and industries
poison the alr we breathe and pollute our
water?

Is it reasonable and just when one family
in seven in this rich country doesn't have
enough to eat, enough to wear, a decent
place to live?

Is it reasonable and just when young peo-
ple your age cannot share your hope in the
future because they were born in poverty . . .
because they had to leave school too soon
.+ » because they grew up in broken homes?

Is it reasonable and just that rural Amer-
ica should lose preclous human resources
while at the same time our citles grow ever
larger, more congested, more burdened with
slums?

It is that last question I especlally want to
discuss with you today—as young people who
have a personal stake in finding the right
answer . . . who have a stake in proving that
Americans do have the “moral and intellec-
tual capacity” to govern themselves with
reason and justice.

What are the hard facts of the emigration
from rural America?

Between 1950 and 1960, 11 million Ameri-
cans moved from the countryside to the city.
During that time, the population of our
rural areas was static. All the growth of
American population occurred in the cities,
and that trend has continued. We can expect
to have 100 million more Americans by the
end of this century—just over thirty years
from now. And if the present trend continues,
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they are almost all going to be jammed to-
gether in a few sprawling metropolitan areas.

People leave the country for many reasons.
Poverty is one. Many who leave are Negro
Americans who see their only chance in the
city.

But they don't have the skills they need to
hold a city job. They know nothing about
city life. They find themselves confined to
crowded, run-down apartments and neigh-
borhoods . . . humiliated and frustrated in
an alien world of unemployment, welfare
and crime. And their dream of hope turns
into a nightmare of despair,

But these Americans are only part of the
story. A lot of people leave perfectly com-
fortable homes in our small towns and on
our farms because they think they have to
go to the big city to enjoy a decent standard
of Uving . . . get a good education . . . pro-
vide a better life for their families.

Most of those people are under thirty, and
by far the largest group are young people
who have just finished high school—people
about your age whose whole productive lives
are ahead of them.

It is sad but true that those people often
pack up and move with good reason.

One third of the Americans who live on
farms, live In poverty. The figure is only one-
seventh in the cities—not good, but a little
better.

The average rural teenager completes about
9 years of school, The figure is over 12 in the
citles.

The proportion of people without jobs is
twice as high among agricultural workers as
it is for industrial workers. Some 73 percent
of urban households, headed by & man with
a job, have an automoblle, telephone, hot-
and-cold running water, and sound housing.
The figure is 60 percent in rural towns, and
less than 50 percent on the farm.

! Only a small percentage of emall or middle-
sized towns offer live theater, an art gallery,
an orchestra, first-rate medical care, a variety
of stores and shops. Almost all our metro-
politan areas do.
©  'We know these facts are misleading and do
not tell the whole story. But they do point
to reasons why rural America continues to
lose some of its best people.

They leave, and what does it mean?

It means there are fewer people to pay
taxes in the rural areas . . . that the schools
cannot afford the most modern equip-
ment . . . that shops and businesses close.
More people leave, and the yicious cycle con-
tinues.

A recent Gallup Poll showed that half of
the American people would prefer to live in
the country or in a small town; but most
do not. They simply feel they do not have
a choice.

By now, most of you are probably saying,
“I didn’t know we had it so bad.”

Well, don't worry. My speech is not over,
and before I am done you may feel a little
better about it.

Because there is something we can do
about the quality of life in America—both
urban and rural America.

Unlike any other nation in history—unlike
almost any other nation in the world today—
we have the technology and the resources to
extend all the benefits of modern living to
every American, regardless of where he
chooses to live.

We can have real freedom of choice in
America.

The challenge is to put our technology and
resources to work in the right combination,
in the right places.

The problems which we see in our cities

need treatment now. Slums .. . pollu-
tion . . . congestion , .. crime . . . unemploy-
ment . . . lack of education, require a direct
attack,

They cannot be treated indirectly with
trickle-down progress.
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But many of our urban problems have
their roots in the rural problems which I
have mentioned.

We cannot save our cities by creating a
better life in the country. It is far too late
for that.

But it does mean that if we make up for
our past neglect of farm communities . . .
and of the middle-sized towns of 10-thou-
sand, 30-thousand, 50-thousand people that
dot this country, we will be bullding a better
America for all Americans, wherever they
live.

I am not talking about recreating those
mythical “good old days’ down on the farm.
I lived those good old days—dust storms,
mortgage foreclosures, isolation, the one-
room schoolhouse, life on the fringe, and
dreams turned away.

I am not even talking about unpolluted air
and the smell of fresh cut hay.

There is more to life than that and I think
we can all share the best.

In the 1930’s modernizing rural America
meant rural electrification and a movie
theatre in every town.

In the 1940's, it meant many and well-
paved roads.

Now, it means airports capable of handling
short-hop jets . . . community colleges . . .
modern hospitals and good doctors . . . the
very best in elementary and secondary edu-
cation.

It means golf courses and ballparks. It
means drama groups and art classes in addi-
tion to quilting bees.

We know it can be done, because we have
seen it done. To make my point, let me give
you an extreme example: Huntsville, Ala-
bama.

Huntsville used to be a small Southern
town—a place where people were born and
died, but where they spent little time in-
between.

Then the TVA went into actlon. Huntsville
got access to electric power. It got access to
water for transport and for recreation.

Then sclentific and space installations
moved in. Other industries followed. New
stores began to meet the needs of new cus-
tomers. New taxpayers bullt new schools.

Huntsville is today a good place not only
to be from but to be,

But Huntsville is the exception and not the
rule.

It tells us what can be done, if all things
come together in the right way.

A basic ingredient of success is obviously
jobs—jobs based not only on agriculture but
on medium and small ind ... 00 re-
search facilities . . . on distribution centers
. . . on enterprises which do not have to be
in large metropolitan areas to prosper and
Erow.

There is a lot that government at all levels
can do to help. We can use the economic
weight of the Defense Department and other
government contracts for research, develop-
ment, and production. We can offer tax in-
centives, subsidies, new programs of coopera-
tive partnership between government and
private enterprise, such as we are putting to
work in our big citles.

We can help to provide the same things,
on a smaller scale, that have made Huntsville
such a positive example.

But other initiatives will have to come from
those who live in rural America—and espe-
clally its young people.

You can work through rural community
development groups to attract the kind of
Job-producing enterprises your communities
need.

Sell businessmen on the natural resources
and recreation opportunities available in your
town. Tell them about the manpower avail-
able—manpower that has handled machinery
since childhood.

Show them clean communities. Show them
active civic groups. Show them schools,
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churches and parks—the things that prove
you care about your future,

For in the last analysis it is the people
themselves who know thelr own needs best
and can best build the kind of future they
want.

You have the chance now, as future lead-
ers of your towns and communities, to help
build an America that truly does offer free-
dom of choice:

Where young people can find a rich and
rewarding life in every community.

Where stimulating work . . . the best in
education and health care . . . sports and
recreation . . . music and the arts, are as
much a part of everyday life in Kansas as in
Chicago, Nebraska as in New York.

And, by so doing, you have the chance to
help restore, too, to urban America the
sense of community and of neighborliness
. . . the human values that have been so
much a part of American heritage.

In the words of President Johnson:

“History records a long hard struggle to
establish man's right to go where he pleases
and live where he chooses, It took many
centuries—and many bloody revolutions—to
break the chains that bound him to a par-
ticular plot of land, or confined him within
the walls of a particular community.

“*We lose that freedom when our children
are obliged to live someplace else . . . if they
want a job or if they want a decent educa-
tion.

“Not just sentiment demands that we do
more to help our farms and rural commu-
nities . . . the welfare of this nation de-
mands it."

I have no doubt that we shall meet this
challenge of providing a true life of cholce
for all Americans.

That is the opportunity history has given
us In the last third of the Twentieth
Century.

We can do it.

In the words, again, of Harry Truman:
“It is not our nature to shirk our obliga-
tlons. We have a heritage that constitutes
the greatest resource of this nation. I call it
the spirit and character of the American
people.”

POSTAGE STAMP TO COMMEMO-
RATE GEN. GEORGE CATLETT
MARSHALL, ORIGINATOR OF THE
MARSHALL PLAN

Mr. SPONG. Mr. President, today, on
the 20th anniversary of the Marshall
plan, the Post Office Department is issu-
ing a stamp to commemorate the origi-
nator of that plan, Gen. George Catlett
Marshall.

The first-day ceremonies for the stamp,
one of the Department’s “Prominent
Americans” series, are being held this
afternoon in Lexington, Va., at the
George C. Marshall Research Library of
Virginia Military Institute, General
Marshall’'s alma mater.

In an address dedicating the George
C. Marshall stamp, Postmaster General
O’Brien recalls that it was Winston
Churchill who wrote of Marshall:

Bucceeding generatlons must not be al-
lowed to forget his achievements and his
example.

The issuance of the Marshall stamp
will be of great help, I am confident, in
the continuing effort of the Marshall Re-
search Library to keep the memory of
General Marshall alive in the minds of
Americans.

I ask unanimous consent the address
by Postmaster General O’Brien be
printed in the RECORD.
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There being no objection, the address
was ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

ADDRESS BY POSTMASTER GENERAL LAWRENCE F.
O'BRIEN AT THE FIRST DAY CEREMONY OF
THE GEORGE C. MARSHALL STAMP, GEORGE
C. MARSHALL RESEARCH LIBRARY, LEXINGTON,
Va., OCTroBER 24, 1967
I am very pleased to join with so many dis-

tinguished Americans here today in honoring

General Marshall.

I have always felt that the character of a
nation is best discovered, not in its material
wealth, not in its literature or art, not in its
cities, not in its natural resources—hbut, rath-
er, in the caliber of men 1t chooses for leader-
ship.

I:Il') we apply that touchstone to George
Catlett Marshall, we need not fear for the
future of our nation.

For truly, George Catlett Marshall was a
leader in the American mold.

He was completely devoted to duty and to
country.

Honored at home and abroad he sought no
honors for himself.

While often wounded by men of narrow
vision, he shrugged off those attacks as un-
representative and unworthy of a free people.

‘When his true brilliance and splendid po-
tential were bypassed by the slowness of
promotion in our neglected Army before
World War II, he did not fulminate against
the Republic, he did not plot, he did not
curse his fate, and, above all, he did not quit.
Instead, he swallowed the injustice of the
system, and worked and planned for a mili-
tary force capable of assuring the security of
our nation,

Few Americans have served longer or with
more distinction than this man, who began
his military career outside the traditional
channel of a West Point education. Few men
have risen so high by force of intellect, by
solid achievement, by devotion to the com-
mon good.

And few have stood more consistently for
the ideals and beliefs which they cherished.

And through that consistency he helped
mold our concept of what an American
should be.

His character, so unblemished, so rock-fast,
has made plain the wisdom of the Founding
Fathers when they agreed that no titles of
nobility should be granted by the United
States Government. For the recognized no-
bility of General George Marshall soared far
beyond the scope of some external title. His
was the true nobllity, the earned nobility,
the nobility of soul and mind.

During the most critical hours of our na-
tion’s life, when we were in a death struggle
with the most evil tyranny to stalk mankind
since Attila the Hun, and later, when we
grappled with the chaos and the ruins after
the destruetion of that tyranny, George Cat-
lett Marshall was one of the handful of men
who guided the destiny of our nation.

Our free institutions yet stand, and tens
and hundreds of thousands of people are
allve today because of the clarity of his
vision, the unerring foresight of his counsel.

I have spoken to many who knew or close-
ly observed George Marshall during those
dark days of wartime confllet and post-war
confusion and all were united in their assess-
ment of his steadiness under even the most
extreme provocation.

He chose his course wisely, but that course
was always based on ideals—ideals that re-
flected the best in our American tradition.

And those ideals in which he did believe
he espoused with a fervor and sense of deep
conviction often lacking in some quarters
today. In these times it seems many are
twisted by momentary winds of change, by
transient opinion, and lose thelr balance un-
der the buffeting of so many complex events.

When our nation faced its most awesome
test, when its military force was In disarray,
when we needed above all the very best that
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we could produce, when we asked, “God give
us statesmen!” we turned to George Catlett
Marshall.

When we recognized that “A time like this
demands strong minds, great hearts, true
faith, and ready hands,” we turned to George
Catlett Marshall.

When we needed “Men who possess opin-
ions and a will; men who have honor; men
who will not lle,” we turned to George Cat-
lett Marshall.

We turned to him and we placed crushing
responsibilities on his shoulders. He accepted
the burden and he succeeded. With high
honors he retired to the peaceful life he much
preferred.

And then his nation turned to him once
more, and he responded as all who knew him
expected he would.

Appointed special emissary to a crumbling
China in a mission that could not succeed,
he did all that man could do to restore
peace . . . appointed Secretary of State, his
brilllant mind produced the plan which
bears his name, the plan that Churchill once
called ““the most unsordid act in history”. . .
appointed Secretary of Defense, he welded
our military force into a new and greater
unity and power.

It is important to remember George Cat-
lett Marshall for two reasons.

The first is that greatness in and of itself
demands respect and remembrance.

The second is equal in importance and
often overlooked.

For a great career exemplifies the finest re-
sponse by a fellow human being to perlods
of crisis and stress.

To ignore the lesson and merely concen-
trate on a eulogy is to do a disservice to
George Catlett Marshall.

And so, my friends, I would like to propose
for your consideratlon what I consider to be
the most significant lesson from the life of
this man, a lesson that might serve us well
in our own days of crisis.

In my mind, that lesson is the willing ac-
ceptance of the hard road of responsibility
rather than the easy road of comfort and
acclaim. :

I vividly recall seeing in England a me-
morial to President Kennedy with the words
from his inaugural address—'"Ask not what
your country can do for you. ...' Well,
General Marshall always asked what he could
do for his country. He gladly accepted the
responsibility.

I think he would be saddened but not
surprised that those who follow after him
still face a world in which violence is more
common than cooperation. He would be sad-
dened, yes, but he also would not choose
now. as he did not choose during life, to
ignore the crises or to suggest that the threat
to his country would disappear by wishing
rather than by acting.

Where would George Marshall have stood
on the question of Vietnam?

There is no doubt about the answer.

He would have deeply regretted, as Presi-
dent Johnson deeply regrets, the necessity
of fighting in Vietnam.

He would have mourned, as President
Johnson mourns, the death of American
fighting men in Vietnam.

He would have tried to bring about peace
and cooperation, as President Johnson is try-
ing with every ounce of his energy, to bring
about peace and cooperation.

But he also would have done what must be
done to protect America and preserve our
democratic process.

Not for a moment would he have confused
what should be—a peaceful world—with
what 1is: a world where aggression still
blights lives and seeks to destroy freedom.

He would have fought for a finer world as
a legacy to America’s children.

He would not have chosen, as President
Johnson does not choose, a legacy of peace
that is no more than a pause while our
enemies regroup, rearm, rebuild.
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Presented with the choice between an
agonizing struggle and an America fleeing
from a difficult problem, I am certain where
his choice would lie.

He refused to retreat from the hard, re-
sponsible road when he was under personal
attack, He once said that, “The hardest thing
I ever did was to keep my temper. I had to
work with those people, and that was that.”
f!e knew his responsibility, and he accepted

t.

This is why I am proud to dedicate the
George C. Marshall stamp on this Twentieth
Anniversary of the Marshall Plan—which
also, as you know, is United Natlons Day.
This stamp will serve as millions of reminders
of the greatest cooperative effort ever under-
taken. And that is well. But it will also turn
our eyes millions of times to the undeniable
fact that here was a man who was great be-
cause of his courage, of his willingness to
submerge his own ambition to the common
good, who understood that the right decision
is often not the easy declslon, but that a
great people do not remain great by easy
answers and wishful thinking,

Winston Churchill, writing of General Mar-
shall’'s career, stated that “Succeeding gener-
atlons must not be allowed to forget his
achievements and his example.” This stamp
will reinforce the efforts continually being
made by the George Marshall Research Li-
brary to keep the memory of this gentle
warrior.

My friends, I am honored to issue this
stamp In our “Prominent Americans” serles
for a man who was certainly first in war and
among those first in the hearts of his coun-
trymen. George Marshall was a Prominent
American, truly a great American.

ESCALATING THE WAR
AGAINST HUNGER

Mr. McGOVERN, Mr. President, I
sometimes regret that newspapers do
not headline noncontroversial news as
prominently as they do our difficulties
and our differences.

What I regard as the major news
story of the month from official quarters
was the sending last Saturday of an air-
gram to our AID missions around the
world, signaling increased food-for-peace
assistance,

Our missions were advised, over the
signature of Secretary of State Dean
Rusk:

There is ample food available to meet pro-
gram requirements which were curtailed last
fiscal year because of limited supplies of
some commodities.

The missions were further advised:

The Presldent has a personal interest in
seelng that our food resources are used to
improve nutrition and child feeding and he
has been assured by the Secretary of Agri-
culture and the A.ID. administrator that
speclal attention will be given to using our
food resources for this purpose. We believe
that there are additional opportunities for
imaginative use of Title II commodities for
the expansion or establishment of meaningful
programs to combat malnutrition, particu-
larly in Infants and pre-school age children,
to provide school children with nutritious
meats, and to promote community develop-
ment and other self-help activities, with
particular emphasis on increasing agricul-
tural production. Such activities may be
carried out under the auspices of voluntary
agencles as well as government-to-govern-
ment programs.

Because I have been impatient for just
such an order as this, I invite attention
to it and commend the administration
for its dispatch and express the hope that
our missions, AID, and the Department
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of Agriculture will, in the words of the
airgram.

Utllize more effectively title II autBority
to help developing countries gain ground in
the food and population race, and to help
speed up social and economic progress.

I am advised that the same sort of ac-
celeration, or escalation, of the title I
concessional sales program authorized
under food for peace is underway at the
Department of Agriculture. :

This is what Congress intended and
authorized in the Food for Peace Act
of 1966.

The war against hunger is the one war
in which we have a great tactical and
logistic advantage; a war that can be
waged with humanitarianism rather
than bloodshed; and a war from which
all mankind will benefit—a war we can
win if we try.

The dispatch of Saturday’s airgram
will be good news to millions of Ameri-
cans, and it will have the approval of
an overwhelming majority of all Amer-
icans.

I ask unanimous consent that the text
of the airgram to our AID missions be
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the airgram
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

From: Aid/Washington.
Subject: War on Hunger—Expanded Use of
Title II Food for Freedom Commoditles.

1. Consistent with the new FFF legisla-
tion which authorizes the use of PL 480
Title II food supplies to combat hunger and
malnutrition, stimulate agricultural pro-
ductivity abroad and promote general eco-
nomic and community development in the
developing countries, emphasis has been
placed on tailoring U.S. production to meet
requirements at home and abroad. There is
ample food avallable to meet program re-
quirements which were curtailed last fiscal
year because of limited supplies of spme
commodities, Our task now is to utilize more
effectively Title IT authority to help develop-
ing countries gain ground in the food and
population race and to help speed up social
and economic progress. Increased availabil-
ity of PL 480 commodities, particularly
wheat and wheat products, coarse grains
and vegetable olls offer opportunities to help
offset the economic and political effects of
reduced levels of other forms of assistance.

2. The President has a personal interest
in seeing that our food resources are used
to improve nutrition and child feeding and
he has been assured by the Secretary of Agri-
culture and the AID. Administrator that
special attention will be given to using our
food resources for this purpose. We believe
there are additional opportunities for im-
aginative uses of Title IT commodities for the
expansion of establishment of meaningful
programs to combat malnutrition, par-
ticularly in infants and pre-school age chil-
dren, to provide school children with nutri-
tious meals, and to promote community de-
velopment and other self-help activities,
with special emphasis on increasing agri-
cultural production. Such activities may be
carried out under the ausplices of voluntary
agencies as well as government-to-govern-
ment programs.

3. We are attaching for your information
and for the special attention of Food for
Freedom Officers two examples of effective
Title IT programs (Korea, Morocco). A third
example involving an American Voluntary
Agency (CRS), and the Government of the
Philippines will be made avallable shortly.
These illustrate the role Title II programs
can play in social and economic develop-
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ment in rural areas and are the types of ac-
tivitles we have in mind.

4. We recognize that increased adminis-
trative resources may be needed by the
Missions, Voluntary and International Agen-
cles and host governments to effectively im-
plement food programs in light of the fore-
going. Missions are urged therefore to evalu-
ate the management available to direct, ad-
minister and monitor expanded Title II ac-
tivities. It is important that proposed pro-
grams do not exceed effective management
capabilities; that they conform to the con-
cept of self-help and in no way detract from
the basic objective of assisting ald reciplents
eventually to stand on their own feet. It is
also important that programs conform to
Sec., 202 of the Act: “. .. Except in the
case of emergency, the President shall take
reasonable precaution to assure that com-
modities . . . will not displace or interfere
with sales which might otherwise. be
made . . ."

5. Action Requested—Review  the pos-
sibilities of increasing the use of commodi-
ties available under Title II consistent with
the priorities set forth in the Guidelines
which were transmitted with AID Circular
XA 2367. dated 4/5/67. Please advise AID/W
of the outcome of this review by not later
than November 15, 1967.

6. New program proposals or amendments
to current programs received by March 1,
1968 will be processed as FY '68 programs.
Submissions receilved after that date will be
considered as part of the FY '69 programs.

RUSK,

PRESS FREEDOM BELONGS TO THE
PEOPLE

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the
De Pere, Wis., Journal, whose editor and
publisher is Mr. Paul J. Creviere, recently
published an excellent editorial on the
freedom of the press, which I commend
to the attention of all Senators. The edi-
torial deals with a truth too often forgot-
ten—that the newsman’s right to know
is really an extension of the public's
right to know. To put shackles on the
newsman’s freedom to obtain informa-
tion about the workings of local, State,
or National Government is to limit the
public’s right to know, thus threatening
the very foundations of our democracy.

I ask unanimous consent that the edi-
torial be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

PrESS FREEDOM BELONGS TO PEOPLE

Who ever told that nosey editor he had a
right to pry into what happened at our
council meeting? What gave that reporter
any idea that he could write about the
school directors the way he did?

The answer is that there is no law, rule,
regulation or order that specifically requires
a newspaper reporter to cover city council,
school board or court sessions. The Constitu-
tion says “Congress shall make no law . . .
abridging the freedom of the press.” One can
search out all of the laws of the Federal Gov-
ernment, right down to the Freedom of In-
formation bill passed by the B9th Congress,
and find nothing further about “the press.”

The same can be said of state law. Most
state constitutions recognize freedom of the
press to publish news, but none particularize
these rights, or set down any press respon-
sibilities.

The newspaper Is not required to report
the city council meeting or send someone to
the school directors’ sessions. The reporter
could stay home, Nor do laws specify that
“the press” be accorded any special treat-
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ment before any public body. “Open meeting
laws"” never mention newspapers, reporters,
or news media. They simply affirm the right
of the public at large to attend and observe
meetings of governing assemblies.

Mrs, Smith, then, can “cover” the ecity
council—for her club, her neighborhood, or
just for herself. The principle of open govern-
ment meetings was established for the peo~
ple—the resident, the voter, the taxpayer, all
the governed—not solely for the press or its
representatives.

Then why is it that “the right to know"
and “freedom of information” always seem
to be linked with the press?

In the very early days of American settle-
ment all of the people of a local community
would gather in the town meeting and deter-
mine the affairs of the community. Almost
everybody attended, and those who didn't,
soon learned from the informed majority.

But villages soon grew into citles, and the
“pure democracy” of the town meeting gave
way to representative democracy. Govern-
ment was growing more remote from the
people, It was also growing more complicated.
Yet the citizen, as a voter, had the same re-
sponsibility to keep himself informed.

1t followed naturally that the Natlon's
fledging press should fill the role of reporter
and commentator on public affairs. No one
passed a law requiring it. The Founding Fa-
thers simply had faith that a private press,
given the guarantee of freedom to do so,
would accept the responsibility. And of course
it has. For nearly two centuries newspapers
have attended meetings of governing bodies,
reporting and interpreting in behalf of the
public.

The reporter attends city council meetings
as a member of the public. He has a right to
be present only if the public retains that
right. The edifor comments on the council’s
declsions—or lack of them—as an ordinary
citizen, While he is alded in his function by
the printing press at his disposal, it gives
him no special rights, He can comment only
80 long as the public hag a privilege of com-
menting.

The “right to know” and “freedom of in-
formation” are concepts with which the news-
man works every day. The same professional
tradition which sends him to the city coun-
cil meeting compels him to reslst inroads
on these public rights. For he knows, and
the public should always realize too, that in
all that he does, the newspaperman acts as
a citizen, in behalf of his fellow citizens.

SUPPORT FROM AUSTRALIA

Mr. McGEE. Mr, President, Australia’s
External Affairs Minister, Paul Hasluck,
in a statement recently to the U.N. Gen-
eral Assembly said, in effect, that the
world we live in is still round and is still
governed with regard to the relation-
ships of one nation to another by mili-
tary power in many instances. He said:

Surely we are using double standards and
falsifying the lssues if, recognizing the re-
alities of power, we find it improper or worse
for one small nation to be protected by a
great ally but unexceptional for some other
small nation to be protected by its ally.

Essentially, what Mr. Hasluck was ask-
ing, as the Evening Star pointed out in
an editorial October 20, was why some
think it wrong for Australia, which is
helping out in South Vietnam in a very
substantial way, when such actions al-
ways were applauded in Europe.

I ask unanimous consent that the edi-
torial entitled “Support From Down
Under,” be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the editorial
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was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:
SvproRT FROM DowN UNDER

Australla’s External Affairs Minister, Paul
Hasluck, made a statement to the U.N. Gen-
eral Assembly last week which is worthy of
more than passing attention. And since Aus-
tralia can hardly be classed as a “client
state,” we trust that his remarks will be duly
noted by Senator Fulbright and all others
who share the Arkansas senator’s views on
the war in Vietnam.,

Australia is assisting South Vietnam with
both troops and civillan aid. An increase in
the Australian troop commitment has just
been announced in Canberra. And Australia
also made its contribution to both great
wars in Europe. Australia, in short, belleves
in freedom and opposes aggression.

Mr. Hasluck wanted to know whether his
country was right in standing up for these
things in Europe but wrong in standing up
for them in Asia. He went on to say: “Un-
fortunately, this is still a world in which
peace is kept and security maintained by
military power. . . . Are such realities as
these to be recognized only in one hemi-
sphere and not in another? Are arguments
that peace and security are global to be true
in European or Atlantic power situations but
not true when crises of power arise in Asia
and the Pacific?”

The Australian representative concluded
on this note: “Surely we are using double
standards and falsifying the issues if, recog-
nizing the realities of power, we find it im-
proper or worse for one small nation to be
protected by a great ally but unexceptional
for some other small nation to be protected
by its ally.”

We have seen nothing which states the
case better for what the United States and
its allles are doing in South Vietnam, or
which more effectively reveals the hollowness,
one might say the disingenuousness, of the
arguments used to condemn what is being
done.

RELOCATION ASSISTANCE FOR PRI-
VATE NEIGHBORHOOD IMPROVE-
MENT PROGRAMS

Mr, PERCY. Mr. President, one of the
most vexing problems faced by many pri-
vate nonprofit organizations engaging in
the rehabilitation of residential build-
ings in slum areas is that of relocating
the displaced families.

If the area happens to be owned by a
local urban renewal authority, relocation
assistance to families displaced by demo-
lition or rehabilitation has been available
through section 114 of the Housing Act
of 1949, Suppose the rehabilitation of
dwellings within the urban renewal or
concentrated code enforcement area is
performed by a private nonprofit neigh-
borhood improvement group, rather than
by the local public agency conducting
the urban renewal program, Would the
displaced families be eligible to receive
relocation assistance from the same
source?

Inasmuch as this question had appar-
ently not been raised before, I requested
a legal opinion from the Department of
Housing and Urban Development on it.
I am pleased to announce that, in the
opinion of the Department, relocation as-
sistance can be provided fo families dis-
placed by private rehabilitation programs
as well as those conducted under public
auspices, provided only that the displace-
ment occurs within an urban renewal or
concentrated code enforcement area and
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the program is conducted in accord with
the plans and regulations applicable to
those areas. This opinion opens up an im-
portant new avenue of assistance to
neighborhood organizations, and I ask
that its full text be printed in the Rec-
ORD.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REcorp, as follows:

QUESTIONS IN SENATOR PERCY'S LETTER CoN-
CERNING AVAILABILITY OF RELOCATION PAY-
MENTS

Senator Percy asked if an individual or
famlily displaced from residential property in
an urban renewal or concentrated code en-
forcement area as a result of rehabilitation
activities conducted by a nonprofit organiza-
tlon with private funds would be eligible
to receive a relocation payment., We believe
that under these circumstances the individ-
ual or famlily would be eligible. The im-
portant consideration here is that the
program of rehabilitation would be carried
out in accordance with an approved urban
renewal plan or program of code enforce-
ment. It i{s not necessary that the work be
done with public funds. The rehabilitation
which causes the vacation of the property
is made necessary because the housing must
be brought up to the standards of either
the urban renewal plan or the codes ap-
plicable in the code enforcement area. The
Relocation Regulations as published in the
Federal Register, 30 F.R. 15145-49, Decem-
ber 8, 1865, clearly spell out the eligibility
conditions which must be met before pay-
ment can be made for the type of displace-
ment contemplated; see Sections 3.108 and
3.103a, respectively, of the Regulations. A
copy of these Regulations is attached.

Senator Percy's letter also asked whether
a family or individual would be eligible for
relocation payments if the displacement oc-
curred as a result of new construction in-
stead of rehabilitation. This apparently
relates to a situation where the standards
of an urban renewal plan or the codes ap-
plicable in a code enforcement area neces-
sitate a certain amount of rehabilitation
or repair work on a structure to bring it into
conformity with these standards, but the
owner of the building desires instead to erect
a completely new structure. Where the re-
quired rehabilitation or repair work would
cause displacement of the occupants of the
structure, we believe the necessary statutory
determination could be made in the event of
alternative demolition and new construction
s0 as to permit relocation payments.

Of course, if the property on which the
new structure was built had first been ac-
quired and cleared by the local urban re-
newal agency and then sold to the nonprofit
organization, anyone displaced by the activi-
ties of the urban renewal agency would be
eligible for relocation payments. Also, if the
structure was ordered to be demolished be-
cause of its fallure to conform with code
standards, the occupants of the structure
would be eligible for relocation payments.

TrHoMAS C. McGRATH, Jr,,
General Counsel, Department of Housing
and Urban Development.

OcTtoBer 2, 1967.

INTERNATIONAL FISH EXPO IN
BOSTON

Mr. EENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr,
President, a few days ago the first Amer-
ican Commercial Fish Exposition was
held in Boston, Mass. This exposition
drew representatives from all aspects of
the commercial fish industry—fisher-
men, shipbuilders, equipment manufac-
turers, processors, marketers, Govern-
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ment officials, and news media repre-
sentatives—and delegates from a great
many foreign countries. The exposition
was sponsored by the Boston Globe,
whose distinguished publisher, Mr. Davis
Taylor, was the guiding force behind this
assembling in one place, for the first
time, of all the many faces of the fish-
ing industry. All of us who visited the
expo were impressed by its scope, and I
am sure that each visitor would agree
with me that Davis Taylor deserves high
praise for his work.

Mr, President, the distinguished chair-
man of the Committee on Commerce
and former chairman of the Subcommit-
tee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries
[Mr. MacnusoN] visited the exposition
on October 11 and made a forthright
speech discussing the problems facing
the industry. Serator MAcNUsON was
particularly lueid in his statement of the
need for effective international agree-
ments to govern the use of the fishing
grounds and catch of the various species.
The upcoming conference in Moscow, to
which the Senator referred, holds high
promise for fishermen in the northeast-
ern part of the United States, and I, like
Senator MAGNUSON, hope that its negotia-
tors are as successful as they were when
dealing with the waters of the Pacific
Northwest.

Mr. President, I know that many Mem-
bers of the Senate will want to review
the speech Senator MacnusoN made in
Boston, and I, therefore, ask unanimous
consent that it be printed in its entirety
at this point in the Recorp. It is another
in the long chain of speeches, state-
ments, and—most important—actions
which indicate that my good friend
WAaRREN MaGNUsoN intends to stand see-
ond to no man in his support for the
American commercial fishing industry.

There being no objection, the address
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

GOVERNMENT FISHING SUBSIDIES
(Opening remarks by Senator Warren G.

Magnuson, chalrman, U.S. Senate Com-

mittee on Commerce, before a panel at the

American Commercial Fish Exposition,

Boston, Mass,, October 11, 1967)

First of all, may I congratulate the citizens
of Boston, the fishermen, industry, suppliers
and exhibitors, who have gathered here for
the first American Commercial Fish Exposi-
tion. And especially, the Boston Globe and
those others who have associated with it in
sponsoring this event, Boston and the entire
State of Massachusetts should indeed be
proud for the leadership demonstrated in or-
ganizing the mass of exhibits and a week of
discussion dedicated to this nation's com-
mercial fishermen and industry,

Frankly, when your great Senator Ted
Eennedy, and the nationally honored and
respected Speaker of the House of Repre-
sentatives, John McCormack, came to me
and asked that I speak and discuss fisheries

with a panel here in Boston, I readily ac-
cepted. Whenever anybody talks to me about
discussing fish, the answer is seldom any-
thing but an enthusiastic “yes.” The invita-
tion was loud and clear, but when they men-
tioned the subject—fishing subsidies—I
think their voices dropped to a whisper, for
I can think of no more controversial subject
during the past decade or so. But my agree-
ment would have been no less enthusiastic
for subjects of this kind need to be brought
out in the open, and I look forward to the
exchange of views with the three members
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of our commercial fishing industry, each an
expert in his respective discipline, and I
hope from the discussion following my brief
remarks we may find some good direction in
this area of controversy, and often, bitter
disagreement.

As most of you know, the Senate’s Com-
merce Committee has jurisdiction in the
area of Merchant Marine and PFisheries; in
fact, one of the subcommittees is so named.
For a long time I served as chairman of that
subcommittee, in addition to the chairman-
ship of the full Committee. It was with great
reluctance that I had to glve consideration
to relinquishing the responsibility in fish-
eries, but the opportunity to appoint Alaska’s
senjor Senator “Bob"” Bartlett to the post
gave me the needed assurance that the fu-
ture of this great American industry—which
I refer to as America’s first industry—would
be in capable hands. And as Senator Bartlett
would tell you—were he here today—I'm not
only & member of his subcommittee, but my
interest in the fisheries 1s greater than ever.
Senator EKennedy and I have worked closely
together in this vital area, and the staff of
my Commerce Committee has enjoyed an
especially close relationship with his own
staff in trying to develop some programs of
benefit to the United States fisheries.

Some four or five years ago—and the date
is no longer of great importance—I intro-
duced and was successful in securing unani-
mous adoption of a Senate resolution calling
for a World Fisheries Conference. This was
before we had any serious problems of deple-
tion from foreign fishing in adjacent waters
on the West Coast of the United States, and
very likely it preceded serlous conservation
problems here in the Atlantic, on George's
Bank or, certainly, in the mid-Atlantic bight.
We had some salmon problems with Japan,
however, on the great red salmon stocks of
Bristol Bay up off Senator Bartlett’s State,
because of some problems of interpretation
of the International North Pacific Fisheries
Convention. Such subjects as “spirit and in-
tent” were rapidly giving away to purely
legalistic interpretation of that Treaty by the
Japanese.

We were just then beginning to take this
question of world hunger seriously, and it
was my judgment—and still is—that the
ocean resources offered the best hope for so-
lution of that hunger problem. I have not
wavered from the philosophy I expressed
then—that hunger and war go hand in hand,
and alleviation of the growing world food
crisis could well be a key to the path toward
peace.

But I also saw in this expansion of world
fish harvest some dangers. I'm not going to
point to any particular nations this morning,
neither am I going to maintain that our own
fishing industry enjoys some kind of conser-
vation purity in ocean harvest. Again, there
is no point in selecting industries or fisher-
ies, but most of you have been around this
fishing business long enough to know that
the philosophies upon which our sea harvests
have been based for centuries, that with
modern fishing technology and mass fishing
techniques, the oceans are not inexhaustible.

My proposal for a World Fisheries Confer-
ence lay dormant over in the State Depart-
ment for some years. I suppose there were
several reasons for this. One being, of course,
that everybody didn't visualize the forth-
coming massive effort off our own shores,
which to me seemed inevitable., Then, our
fisherles position in the U.S. State Depart-
ment—where the logical motivation for such
a World Conference rested—was not at a
very high level. As I recall, Dr. W. M. Chap-
man, the first fish man there—and it was
not an easy battle to get the office estab-
lished was a "“Special Assistant to the Under-
secretary for Fish and Wildlife.” His office
may not have been In the basement of the
State Department, but he had a tough time
getting very far upstairs. Bill Herrington,
since retired, was In the same position,
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We had an office there, even if it was not
much more than a "listening post”. The
need was apparent, however, for upgrading.
It is here that I want to pay a little more
tribute to your good Senator Kennedy—and
a lot of other fishery-minded Senaters from
both the Atlantic and Pacific, the Gulf, and
some from the inland areas who joined with
me to upgrade that office. Believe me, it was
not an easy task. We didn't get a Secretary
of Fisherles as many wanted, but today Don
McEKernan, who succeeded Bill He
over in the State Department, is a Special
Assistant to Secretary Rusk, and further,
when we negotiate with other countries,
fisherles need no longer be embarrassed for
Mr. McEernan now enjoys the rank of Am-
bassador at such meetings.

There were other problems in this World
Fisheries Conference idea, one of which was,
and still is for that matter, the divided inter-
ests we have in the United States fisheries
community. We are both a “coastal” nation
and a “fishing” nation. That is, we have the
fleets in Boston and my own good friends
out in Seattle who fish primarily off our own
coasts. But a large segment of this nation’s
domestic production comes from other peo-
ple's shores—Southern California tuna and
Gulf shrimp are prime examples. To these
people any such world gathering as I sug-
gested could conceivably depart from my
desire for conservation discussion into ju-
risdiction, and thus further complicate prob-
lems which already are plaguing them with
nations who claim two hundred miles or
more—some not merely for fisherles but as
a territorial sea, a matter of great concern
to our national securlty.

A compromise was reached, and the
United States went to the Fisheries Depart-
ment of the Food and Agriculture Organiza-
tion of the United Nations, with the hope
that they might assist in sponsorship, We've
been in this exercise now for some years, and
though the progress has been steady, it has
been painfully slow. Perhaps, Senator Ken-
nedy and I—and others interested in this
area—may have to go back to my original
intent if there is to be a conference at all.

In the last Congress we passed into law
a nine mile fishery zone for the United States,
commonly referred to as the twelve mile
limit. You fishermen here in Boston and our
fishermen out in the State of Washington
sald 200 miles was needed—or perhaps, the
Continental Shelf—but twelve miles was the
best we could do and it was not adopted
without some pretty dedicated effort on the
part of a number of us in the Congress.

The idea of a world conference has some
interesting supporters, and some interesting
objectors in the world community. I'm not
going into many names here, for such would
not be helpful if we are to be successful, But
the Soviet Union is among those indicated
support, and some other nations we count
as closer friends in the normal world com-
munity have battled the U.8. efforts with
near bitterness.

If we're going to be realists nowadays,
we'd better recognize that we live in a new
world; one where travel is reduced to hours
instead of days, weeks or months. We also live
in a world where an estimated two-thirds of
our population go to bed hungry, and if
peace is our goal, we'd best not totally ig-
nore these desperate and growing statistics.
But neither am I prepared to accept the kind
of internationalizing of the oceans which
seems to be getting unduly popular at the
United Nations these days. And some of the
breath for strength to these proposals comes
from our own Congress. Although some of
the economists are still busy dividing the
oceans up into little squares for some kind
of distribution to the fishing nations of the
world, thus promoting some kind of Utopian
efficlency, the recent move to advance such
proposals through the United Nations seems
to have abated some. It has not abated, how-
ever, as far as the wealth of the ocean floor
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is concerned, and there has been much dis-
cussions in the Congress of late on this sub-
Ject. I would make it very clear to you to-
day that any such proposal coming before
the United States Senate is going to have
to get past my opposition, and the objec-
tions of a good many other members of that
body. To me, the division of the ocean floor
for minerals, or whatever, is only a step away
from division of the fisheries, and I shall
regard it as just such a threat.

This does not mean, however, that I op-
pose the efforts of the United Nations. I think
very often we are inclined to look more at
their failures and forget thelr successes. The
newly established Fisherles Department, for
example, in the FAO in Rome, headed by
Roy Jackson, formerly the Director of the
North Pacific Commission, is progressing
well. The even more-recently formed Com-
mittee on Fisherles—or COFI—as they refer
to it, with some 30 nations as members, is
also doing well. Their work is important,
and thought the World Fisheries Conference
may be moving very slowly there, I would
urge a stronger support to them on the part
of each of you, as well as our Government.

No one can really profit from depletion—
certainly not in the long run. To be sure, some
of the more greedy fishing nations have in
the past been able to be sort of ocean oppor-
tunists. Deplete a fishery here, then move on
to another. In our day, however, the world is
running out of new frontiers, or v fish-
ing grounds. In the absence of that World
Fisheries Conference, which I have long
maintained could induce some reason into
this wild “race for fish,” the United States
has been forced to become concerned about
foreign filshing off our own Coast. I could
talk about some of the flatfishes in the Bering
Sea; halibut in Eastern Bering Sea; Pacific
Ocean perch off the State of Oregon, or bet-
ter perhaps, George's Bank, or the red hake
of the mid-Atlantic bight. These are imme-
diate problems—crises if you will—and the
United States through its upgraded fisheries
office in the Department has been forced to
move quickly.

We now have short term bi-lateral agree-
ments with both the Soviet Union and Japan
on the West Coast. They are not ideal to
me—nor to the fishermen out on the West
Coast—but then agaln nelther are they wel-
come restrictions to the foreign fishermen
offshore. But they are bringing a semblance
of rational utilization and perhaps a degree
of conservation into our adjacent fisheries.

On the Atlantic side, you will soon be meet-
ing in Moscow on the second—and hopefully
final—round of negotiations toward agree-
ment on some of the dangeroulsy low stocks—
red hake, for example—in the mid-Atlantic
bight. You will not come home with every-
thing you seek but it is a beginning toward
international understanding of proper use
of our ocean resources. The Senate Commit-
tee on Commerce has taken a new and un-
usual interest in these negotiations and
agreements. Senator Bartlett and I have gone
to these countries and these meetings when
our schedules permitted, and I believe the
record will show that if we could not attend
we have had a stafl representative at every
one in the last year and a half, including
your Atlantic negotiations in Boston a few
months ago and the discussions with Mexico
in Washington, D.C., and then more recently
in Mexico City. We, on the Senate Committee
on Commerce, want to know what's happen-
ing here. We want to know of the progress.
We want to be aware of the problems, for
our interest in the fisheries of this nation
will continue until America once again
achieves its rightful place in the production
and prestige of the world fisheries com-
munity.

At this point I would like to make a sug-
gestlon to those of you present, perhaps to
the Boston Globe and those responsible for
this First American Commercial Fish Expo-
sition. My own experlence in fishery negotia-
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tlons—and the reports from the Commerce
Committee stafi—have indicated very clearly
to me the need for competent industry ad-
visors at these meetings with other nations.
I am not detracting from the knowledge or
ability of our people in Government, but
when you begin talking about specifics—the
trades and compromises which unfortunately
are always a part of the road to agreement—
the particular expertise of the fishermen
themselves, the processors, the people who
will have to live with these agreements, is
essential. As I mentioned earlier, the United
States delegation will be journeying to Mos-
cow soon hopefully to finalize an agreement
with the Soviet Union on Atlantic fisheries,
and I have been advised that many of those
who need to be there will not be able to
attend because their organizations lack the
necessary funds. I will say no more about
this—perhaps I have said too much al-
ready—but profits, if any, from this exposi-
tion could not be put to better use than in
seeing that delegates from industry are in
Moscow to provide the necessary local advice
that our negotiators may be successful. Tom
Fulham, sitting on this panel here today, can
provide details better than I.

Let us look now at the problems of our
own domestic fisheries. Why are we slipping
in this world production picture? Why are
imports constantly rising to take an even
greater share of our expanding domestic
market?

In my judgment, there is no better place
to discuss the beginnings of this problem
than right here in Boston. It was this indus-
try which in the 19560's, following a reason-
ably prosperous era, found that the war-
decimated fishing fleets of foreign nations
were rapidly being replaced, and the catch
of these modern vessels was finding its way
into the American market at an alarming
rate. The New England groundfish industry
then made application to the U.8. Tariff
Commission for relief. On two different occa-
sions the Tariff Commission agreed with the
petition of your industry, but the recom-
mendation was rejected by Executive veto.

In an effort to partially meet this problem,
the Congress passed the Act of June 12, 1960,
the beginning of fishing vessel subsidies.
This provided up to 33%; perecent to help off-
set the cost of domestic construction as op-
posed to lower cost forelgn shipyards, The
law of 1793, of course, bans American fisher-
men the use of vessels over five net tons con-
structed in foreign yards.

Obviously, the answer to the problem of
the New England groundfish fleets—and the
fleets out on the Pacific Coast—would have
been solved by adequate tariffs. It was
equally apparent, however, that tariffs were
not only unpopular but quite impossible in
the Congress. I suppose the next approach
might be some kind of quota arrangement
whereby the American fishermen would be
assured of a reasonable share of the U.S.
market; or at least such increases which
might be effected by advertising and promo-
tion. But quotas are tariffs in a sense, and if
we are to be realistic about these problems,
the prospects are not too hopeful. In both
the United States Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives, at this moment, however, are
groundfish quota bills, and I am included as
a sponsor on one of these Filshermen have
long asked for such an effort, and I can
promise you that we will give it our best, but
again, any chance of success will be measured
by the kind of support we may receive from
those of you in the industry.

There have been many other legislative ap-
proaches to our problems, some successful,
others which have falled. I have sponsored
many of these, just as have your good rep-
resentatives in the Congress from the Atlan-
tic States.

One of these approaches, as I mentioned
earlier, was the expansion of the original
Fishing Fleet Improvement Act of 1964, This
extended the subsidy program to other seg-
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ments of the U.S. fishing fleets. Frankly, a
good deal of the opposition to this extension
of the subsidizing of fishing vessel construc-
tion came from my own State, It is equally
interesting to note, however, that just in
recent months I have received numerous let-
ters from flshermen who, though they op-
posed our efforts in 1964, now see this ag at
least a partial solution to the problems of the
American fisherman.

Early last year, I ordered a Commerce
Committee survey of the commercial fishing
industry on a number of subjects, including
expressions on the question of vessel sub-
sidies. The response on this question was
more varled than on any other. Some favored
the present program; a number asked
amendments; a few asked that the law be
repealed. Few, however, offered alternatives
which In my judgment had such hope of
passage in the Congress—particularly in
times such as these when economy is the
theme in Government.

Certainly one of the problems we have In
the Congress is in securing some kind of
concensus as to the needs of our American
fishermen and Industry. Although it is, to
me, one of the most important segments of
our economy, now and even more particu-
larly in the future, it does not enjoy the
same priority with the majority of the Con-
gress. It 1s absolutely essential, then, that we
recelve the advice and counsel of those of
you actively in the business—fishermen,
processor, supplier—and it is my hope that
in this panel discussion on subsidies this
morning, that we may be able to determine
some direction in this area which can: be
useful in our efforts in the Congress to
achieve success In our common goal of re-
turning American fisheries to their rightful
place in the scale of world ocean harvest,

Thank you.

A HOPEFUL REPORT FROM
VIETNAM

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the REcorp a report entitled “The Hope-
ful View From Saigon,” by Dr. Edward
‘W. Mill, chairman of the Chevalier Pro-
gram in Diplomacy and World Affairs
at Occidental College, and an observer
at the recent elections in South Vietnam.

The report is taken from the Los Ange-
les Times for Sunday, October 15, 1967:

There being no' objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows: {

THE HoPEFUL VIEW FROM SAIGON

(Nore.—Dr. Edward W, Mill, chairman of
the Chevaller Program in Diplomacy and
World Affairs at Occidental College, has served
in both governmental and academic capaci-
ties in Southeast Asia. He was most recently
there in August and September to observe
the national elections of Vietnam.)

(By Edward W. Mill)

On the way into Saigon from Tan Son
Nhut alrport, a route heavily lined with se-
curity installations, one suddenly notes the
large billboard sign, “Welcome to Sunny Sai-
gon!” This somewhat bland, tourist-type
sign in English contrasts sharply with the
rest of the martial air about Salgon, But it
is also a reminder that while the war domi-
nates there is also another side to Vietnam,
and perhaps a more cheerful and slightly
more optimistic one.

To those who witnessed the Sept. 3 elec-
tions in Vietnam, there was some reason to
believe that a sunnier day could dawn for the
republic In the days ahead.

The transitional government of Nguyen
Van Thieu and Nguyen Cao Ky received a
respectable endorsement from the voters as
the future president and vice president of
the republic. True, since election day, nu-
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merous charges of fraud and intimidation
have been heard from some of the defeated
presidential candidates, Tri Quang and his
Buddhist group have marshalled their forces
to demand new elections, student groups
have staged parades, and some uncertainty
was cast for a while on the action to be taken
by the Constituent Assembly in accepting or
rejecting the results of the election.

But these negative factors hardly took
away from the fact that the holding of the
national elections had generally been a most
significant event in the history of Vietnam
and Southeast Asia. A look back at the elec-
tions, six weeks after, confirms this more
than ever.

For some 27 years the people of Vietnam
‘have been In conflict in one form or another,
ranging from the days of World War II, to
the fight against the French, to the present
struggle between North and South Vietnam,
Much of the time this has been a bitter and
desperate struggle that has left little time
for thoughts other than survival. Talk of
democratic development somehow seemed
very secondary when one's life was at stake
or the life of the nation in doubt.

Moreover, democracy, as understood in the
Western sense, was largely an allen concept
with very few roots in Vietnamese soil. To
combine winning a war with establishing
democratic institutions was a task that
seemed almost impossible; many today still
think it cannot be accomplished. But some-
how, beginning with Ngo Dinh Diem in 1954,
the effort was made, and the results two
decades afterwards are not unimpressive.

The years of Diem (1954-1963), mixed with
both progress and acute controversy, were
followed by years (1963-65) of instability.
The “parade of the generals"” began with
Duong Van Hinh ("Big"” Minh) on Nov. 1,
1063, continued with Nguyen EKhanh from
Feb. 8, 1964, to Oct. 26, 1964, and in June,
1865, brought Nguyen Cao Ky and Nguyen
Van Thieu to power, respectively as prime
minister and chief of state.

Whatever their imperfections, it cannot
be denied that in the past two years the
team of Thieu and Ky has brought some
major advances in constitutional govern-
ment to Bouth Vietnam. In those two years,
at least three significant steps have been
taken. One was the move to develop a new
constitution. This was marked by the elec-
tion of Sept. 11, 1966, to form ‘a Constituent
Assembly to draft the constitution. The sec-
ond step was the completion of the con-
stitution in the spring of 1967 and its procla-
mation on April 1, 1967. The third major step
was the holding of the recent national elec-
tions for president and vice president and
the Senate. Oct. 22 will bring the windup of
the process when the House of Representa-
tives is elected.

More needs to be sald about the new con-
stitution of the Republic of Vietnam. Drafted
by the elected Constituent Assembly, it is
a democratic document that compares favor-
ably with the other constitutions of Asia
and is not too dissimilar from the American
Constitution. It provides for the traditional
separation of powers and the checks and bal-
ances of the American system. There are a
president and vice president serving four year
terms, a bicameral legislature consisting of
a Senate elected for six year terms, and a
House of Representatives elected for four
year terms, and an independent judiciary.

Where a main difference occurs is in the
Vietnamese provision for a prime minister.
The prime minister is appointed by the presi-
dent and responsible to him. Presidential
powers, while strong and reflecting the war-
time position of the country, are subject to
important controls by the legislature.

Constitutions have often become scraps of
paper in the developing nations of Asia and
Africa. Or they have become so loaded with
“emergency powers,” loosely permitting ex-
ecutive rule and domination, that any pre-
tense at democratic rule has soon gone out
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the window. No one can predict in these early
months that the new Vietnamese consfitution
will enjoy a better fate. But the developments
of the past two years in South Vietnam, and
especially of the past two months, give some
grounds for modest hope that South Vietnam
may have a constitution that could last for
& while and perhaps for a long while. The best
symbol of this hope thus far has been the
national election of Sept. 3, 1967.

To express some hope for the future is not
to concede that numerous serlous problems
do not still confront the Republic of Viet-
nam. At least five major problems will severe-
1y test the new government in the days ahead:

The Progress of the War. When all is said
and done, the overriding factor in the pres-
ent situation is the war. Without some con-
tinued progress, and perhaps even dramatic
progress, any government in Saigon is going
to have a very difficult time.

Internal Unrest. To a considerable extent,
the Saigon government has had to fight the
war with one hand tied behind its back. That
hand has, in effect, been tied by various
divisive groups, chiefly led by the Tri Quang
Buddhist faction. Exhilarated by their suc-
cess against Diem in 1963, they have sub-
sequently been a thorn in the flesh of all
succeeding governments.

In July, 1967, the Thieu government made
an agreement recognizing the more moderate
faction of the Unified Buddhist Church, led
by Tam Chau, as the official Buddhist church.
Tri Quang, already at odds with Thieu, has
never forgiven him for this step.

The professedly non-political Trl Quang
has become the most vocal political leader in
Salgon. Just how the mew government will
deal with him and his allies in the future re-
mains a big question. Meanwhile, it could be
assumed that Viet Cong infiltrators and
agents are missing no opportunity to fish in
these troubled political waters.

The Future Role of the Military. Since the
fall of 1963, South Vietnam has been run by a
military government. The generals have be-
come accustomed to the exercise of power.
Will they now adapt themselves to the exer-
cise of much greater civillan power? If the
National Assembly should somehow engage
in major resistance to the leadership of Thieu
and Ky, how will the military take it? If
the Trl Quang group and other dissidents
engage in massiye deflance of the govern-
ment, what will be the military response?

During the campaign, Thieu declared that
at least 50 officers were under investigation
on charges of corruption. How will the armed
forces react to any sweeping house-cleaning
of theilr ranks? There are ample reasons to
believe that the military may prove thin-
skinned in many of these matters and in no
mood to see their power base eliminated.
Some also professed to see in the Military
Counecil and in the National Security Coun-
cil, both provided for in the constitution,
possible new devices for military control of
the civilian authority. Presidential control of
these agencies might, however, minimize any
military bid for dominance.

Ky Versus Thieu, One of the favorite items
of speculation in Salgon thls summer was
how long Marshal Ky would work with Gen.
Thieu in the post-election period. Their basic
animosity and rivalry appeared to be taken
for granted by many people. If Ky should
somehow find his vice presidential role con-
fining and degrading, it was assumed that
he might be tempted to join with some like-
minded military brethren to remove Thieu.

But some of this random speculation may
Pbe just that: random. Both men have had a
vested interest in the success of the new
constitution, developed during their time in
office. They have also achieved a formal viec-
tory at the polls. Their main activities have
come under an international microscope in
recent months. There are thus many reasons
why they may work together effectively to
get the new government off the ground.

Legislative Responsibility? The new Na-
tional Assembly of Vietnam will have the
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greatest powers given to any legislative body
in the history of Vietnam. It will also be a
legislative body in which many will be gain-
ing their first legislative experience. Just
how the legislature and the legislators will
respond to their newly gained status is one
of the main unanswered questions. Not only
will there be a need for the full utilization of
constitutionally granted powers, but there
will also be a need for responsible perform-
ance.

North Vietnam hardly has to worry about
these matters. There are no real elections in
the Communist-run state; no one would be
so silly as to propose them. There are no
political parties except the master one. Ex-
ecutive-legislative cooperation is mainly au-
tomatic. What South Vietnam is attempting
would be inconceivable in North Vietnam.

For these reasons, Hanol was openly
anxious about the success of the electoral
process in the south, and the Viet Cong did
all they could to discredit the elections and
the government. During election week, they
killed 190 civilians, wounded 426, and kid-
naped 237 persons. Despite their all-out cam-
paign of terrorism against South Vietnamese
voters, they falled: 83% of those registered
actually voted Sept. 8. The North Vietnamese
pattern hardly seemed to be what the people
of South Vietnam wanted.

The new government of South Vietnam
faces a need for fresh and vigorous leader-
ship. Thieu and Ey must seek to form a
broadly-based government, which provides
the opposition with meaningful recognition.
It must also provide leadership for a people
that is war-weary and numb after years of
conflict. The attitudes of Hanol do not offer
much hope for realistic negotiation, but
Thieu Is committed to a full exploration of
all possibilities. His government must also
work to build a stronger and more effective
way. The pacification effort in the villages
must be improved. The government must be-
come more of a visible symbol of economic
and social progress for all the people of Viet-
nam.

In two years the people and government of
the Republic of Vietnam have made some
impressive strides towards constitutional gov-
ernment. Can they now implement this initial
success and bring about a better and endur-
ing republic? The world is watching.

HOMEOWNERSHIP

Mr, MONDALE. Mr. President, George
Sternlieb, author of a housing study in
Newark, N.J., “The Tenement Landlord,”
has had an article on homeownership
published in the October issue of Trans-
action magazine. His article, entitled
“The Case for the Tenant as Owner,” in-
dicates that homeownership has advan-
tages for the neighborhood. In his study
of Newark, Sternleib examined the con-
ditions of housing in the city and found
that maintenance quality had a direct
relation with ownership. To quote his
results.

Where you have an owner-resident in a
tenement you will get good maintenance.
Where you do not have an owner-resident
in a tenement, you are not going to have
good maintenance.

This is just one more piece of evidence
on the need to broaden our housing
policy to include a program of home-
ownership for lower income families.
This seems to be the one “missing link”
in our policy. Congresswoman SULLIVAN
established the opening wedge last year
with her program that created the
221(h) program. Now, we need to
broaden the opportunities for homeown-
ership.
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Hopefully, we will pass legislation this
session that will accomplish this. There
are two approaches for us, both of which
should be enacted into law. There is the
FHA program, which will provide sales
housing for the lower income family, and
there is a program introduced by the
distinguished junior Senator from Mary-
land [Mr. Typines] which will make
public housing units eligible for pur-
chase.

Mr. President, the St. Paul Dispatch
in an editorial indicates that this latter
program has a great deal of merit and
that it should be given full hearings this
session. I, too, agree that this program
has advantages, so that hearings for it
should be held at the first feasible mo-
ment. If what Sternleib says is true, the
owner-resident concept should be insti-
:?bt.led in public housing as soon as pos-

€.

However, we must always keep in mind
that homeownership programs, whether
they concentrate on sales housing
through the FHA, condominium owner-
ship of existing units, or conversion of
public housing projects, are not a pana-
cea for the ills of the cities. The belief
that homeownership will act as a magic
wand, changing the dismal ghettoes into
suburban neighborhoods, is a false illu-
sion. What homeownership programs
will do, however, is to expand the oppor-
tunities available to the lower-income
person as he seeks a safe and decent
dwelling for his family.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the editorial entitled “Public
Housing for Sale,” published in the St.
Paul Dispatch, and George Sternlieb’s
article, “The Case for the Tenant as
Owner,” be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the editorial
and article were ordered to be printed in
the RECORD, as follows:

PuBLIC HOUSING FOR SALE

A number of bills are before Congress that
would provide federal assistance for low in-
come families to purchase their own homes.

One highly publicized proposal involves the
merging of plans of Sen. Walter Mondale. of
Minnesota and Sen. Charles Percy of Illinois
designed to make conventional home loans
avallable to the poor through existing federal
agencies. A special national home ownership
foundation would be created to promote the
program.

The theory is that home ownership heips
build a sense of responsibility and pride and
that slums can be rebuilt and communities
revitalized through this approach.

Home ownership, of course, is not a panacea
for the ills of the slums. But it should be
part of an overall attack on the slums and
the ghettos.

However there is another bill in Congress
which has recelved less attention and could
be just as far reaching in its impact as the
Mondale-Percy measure. Sen. Mondale is a
sponsor of this bill, too, along with Sen.
Joseph Tydings of Maryland. It would allow
poor people to purchase their public housing
units (homes or apartments) when their in-
comes improve.

Co-sponsored by Rep. Henry Reuss of Wis-
consin, the bill would allow the tenant to
purchase the unit on extended terms—
monthly payments not exceeding 20 per cent
of the purchaser’s income. For example, a

family earning $4,200 a year would not pay
more than $70 a month. Public housing

projects, Sen. Tydings says, need no longer be
considered as temporary dwellings or as a
“shelter for faillure.” Allowing successful
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families to remain would encourage others,
he believes.

Coupled with this measure would be funds
to rehabilitate and modernize the housing
projects (an estimated $5 million the first
year) and proposals to promote resident
organizations to foster self government with-
in public housing units.

It is an idea that has a great deal of merit
and should get a thorough airing in Congress
this session.

THE CASE FOR THE TENANT AS OWNER

(By George Sternlieb, director, research
center, Graduate School of Business Ad-
ministration, Rutgers)

The element I would like to focus on is the
alienation between owner and tenant. Ten-
ants are typically living in multiple-family
residences in the slum areas that I know of,
and they typleally do not own these parcels.
Not only do they not own them, but the
people who own them are strangers. They are
not uncommonly strangers in color and in
speech—and this holds true, by the way,
whether these strangers are people from the
public housing administration or the local
slum landlords. Tenants feel no great desire
or obligation to maintain these parcels.

Any effort at rehabilitation that does not
involve the enthusiasm and the basic guts
involvement and agreement of the tenants is
just transitory. Such an effort appeases the
middle-class conscience, but has no lasting
effect.

The research that we have just recently
completed—which I would guess is the oc-
casion for my being called here—is in the
study, The Tenement Landlord. Our goal
was to define who owns the tenements and
what makes them tick and, even more ad-
equately, how can we make them tick in a
fashion which is appropriate to the way
soclety wants them to tick.

We analyzed condition of parcel, tax aspect,
financing, ownership patterns. We took 566
tenements for the study in a random struc-
tured sample, We got depth interviews with
approximately 70 percent of the owners of
all the parcels. When we cross-tabulated the
results of all we got, there was only one
factor which makes for good maintenance—
the owner-resident. Where you have an
owner-resident in a tenement you will get
good maintenance. Where you do not have
an owner-resident in a tenement, you are
not goilng to have good maintenance,

Newark, the area that we were working in,
has the largest portion of nonwhite popula-
tlon of any major Northern city with the
possible exception of Washington. There are
a growing number of Negro landlords. (I
would suggest, by the way, that cities like
Newark and a couple of the other major
Northern industrial towns are deserving of
intensive study because they are front-
runners. They are a vision of things to come.
Their problems are the problems which the
bulk of the other Northern cities will be ex-
perlencing over the next 10 or 15 years.) In
Newark there are a growing number of Negro
landlords. They are typically resident land-
lords whose size of family or income level has
kept them out of public housing. Or they may
be just people who want to buy a house be-
cause they want to own something, and the
only house they can afford is a tenement
house which will bring in some rent to
hopefully cover the mortgage.

I would like to suggest that there is more
hope for lasting rehabilitation, for provid-
ing model leadership to the community, for
a genuine upgrading of the life styles of the
urban poor in this and similar owner-resi-
dent patterns than there is in any externally
imposed uplifting pattern. But how do we
move toward new forms of ownership?

I think it has to be understood that most
of the current attitudes toward the slums
are reflective of past conditions rather than
present facts. Basic among the facts of the
case is the fact that the slum real estate
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market is weakening radically. If this offends
the concept of slumlords and the profitabil-
ity of slums, I am afraid it will have to.
What has happened ls that there has been
a tremendous outmigration, not merely of
whites, but also of nonwhites as well. This
is perhaps more true of a city like Newark,
whose environs provide much more in the
way of open housing, than may be the case
in other major cities, but I would suggest
that again Newark is a front-runner here.

In the course of a study which we recently
completed, I had occasion to interview a
whole series of churchmen, all of whom had
congregations in the central city. When we
interviewed the white churchmen, the pat-
tern which we got was pretty much what we
had anticipated—a substantial number [of
the members] have baslcally switched their
afiiliation to suburban churches. . . .

On the other hand, when we interviewed
Negro mainline ministers—and by “main-
line ministers” I am referring to the African
Methodist and Abyssinian Baptist groups—
we got very much the same pattern. For
these main-line ministers in the central city
were discovering that their nonwhite con-
gregations also were moving out, that not
uncommonly as much as half of their con-
gregations on a typical Sunday were no
longer residents of the central city.

Now this has weakened the slum tenement
market. When the market weakens, when the
demand goes down, the owner has a variety
of cholces. What we would like him to do
probably is cut rents and possibly improve
his parcel so that he will be more competi-
tive. But there is a third choice, and that
is to cut your maintenance—assuming you
have been doing any—to the bone, get what
little is left out of the parcel, put in as little
as you possibly can, and If you start getting
too many violations, walk away.

It is this last pattern of behavior which we
are getting. We are getting it in Newark, in
New York City, and in many other major
urban centers. The cry goes out for code en-
forcement, and code enforcement obviously
is essential; but not uncommonly, when you
put the screws on for code enforcement, what
you get are one of three patterns of conduct.
One pattern is the one that you would really
like: People fix up the parcel. That is fine.
Another pattern is that people avold the
code one way or another. The third pattern
is that people abandon the parcel, and, in a
weak market, there 1s a tendency toward
abandonment. . . .

If you do get code enforcement, not in-
frequently you get it at the cost of raising
rents and driving the poor out. S0 we have
a very complicated plcture before us. . ..

We have examined and interviewed in
detail a number of these new [tenant-]
owners. I would like to focus on these people,
because I think they have great promise for
the future and I think they need a lot of
help.

How do these people buy a parcel? We ex-
amined the sales of parcels in terms of their
assessments, in terms of thelr values, and
what we see is the new owner not atypically
paying anywhere from 150 to 200 percent of
what the going market is for his tenement.
Very frequently he does not even know how
much he has paid for it. He buys it the way
he buys a car. How much is the down pay-
ment? What are the monthly payments? The
inflated price would not be so bad, except
that 1t typleally is covered by short-term
mortgages, and these are purchase-money
mortgages. There is no legitimate financing
in the hard-core slum areas. Bankers and
savings and loan presidents continually have
meetings In which they pledge that they will
be putting up funds in the future, that there
is no such thing as a blacklist. The records
call them liars.

There are only purchase-money mortgages.
These purchase-money mortgages come elther
from the former slum landlord or from
money sharks. In the several hundred mort-
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gages that we examined, none of them are
for periods of over 10 years. The amortiza-
tion is murderous. There are at least a couple
of landlords that we examined who were
using the *“yo-yo” principle, if you will for-
give our inventing a phrase, The yo-yo prin-
ciple is very simple. You take the 500 bucks
that a Puerto Rican or Negro can scrape
together. You put enough paper on his
parcel so that it sinks in two or three years.
You take back the parcel and you look
around for another sucker. Not all of them
are this way. There are some, however, who
are.

The new landlord and his acquisition are
further victimized by every fast-talking
home improvement speclalist in the coun-
try. One of my field people used the phrase
“the storm-window syndrome,” because we
saw so many of them. You go through the
slums and you have a whole bunch of houses
that are pretty much stuck together with
asphalt and prayer, and in the midst of these
you find a house with new storm windows—
those very fancy aluminum three-way com-
binations. Not infrequently it will have a
new roof and a new everlasting siding job.

In the course of this tenement landlord
study, I interviewed a big-time money lender
specializing in first and second mortgages—
not a bad guy. He said, “You know, every
time I take one of those parcels back—and I
don't want to take them back any more, I
used to be in that business, but I am not in
that business any more—I want to get out.
Every time I take one of them back, the poor
guy comes in here and he is carrying the
books.”

I asked him what he meant by “the books."
He was referring to payment books; on all
of these installment things you are given
something that looks like a Christams club
book so you can keep tabs on your payments.
This money lender pulled open his desk
drawer, and it was filled with these books
that had bounced back with the parcels that
he had had to retake because he called his
own major mortgages. These are a reflection
of the pride that these new owners have in
their parcels. These may be the first things
of significance they have ever owned, and
in their pride they are open for unscrupu-
lous salesmanship.

The new owner needs guidance. I have
suggested in the study, and I would suggest
here, that there may be considerable mileage
in the equivalent of what the U.S. govern-
ment did for western lands under the Home-
stead Act. Basically what we did was turn
to people who did not have very much money
but had a fair degree of muscle, and say, “If
you settle on a plece of government-owned
land, you improve the land, and you live
there over a period of years, we will provide
you with inexpensive financing and, through
the county agent system of the Agriculture
Department, with guidance, and if you can
stick it out, you can end up owning some-
thing.” And it worked.

I think that what we need here in the
central-core city is some means of providing
a plece of the actlon-—ownership for the poor.
I think we are going to need more adequate
financing than is presently available.

If for the moment, I can wax back into
my collegiate role, there is a very basic theory
which I do not think has ever been disproven.
When you have a whole series of legislation
on one point and the same point comes up
year after year after year, it means that legis-
lation is not working. So in the financing of
rehabilitation, we have had enough FHA
numbers to fill a small telephone book. I
would suggest in their sheer redundancy, in
the sheer number of them, we confess that
we are not getting a heck of a lot of mileage
outof it....

We are going to need financing for re-
habilitation, and 1t is going to have to be a
lot more sensible than some of the FHA re-
quirements for rehabilitation presently. . . .

We are golng to need an advisory service,
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and let me stress an advisory service, not a
service telling people what to do, because . . .
the time for telling people what to do in the
central city is pretty much over. . . .

In closing, there is no one magic wand
that is going to create a new life for the peo-
ple in the city, and similarly there certainly
is no maglec wand which 1s going to recreate
the city. I would suggest that the home own-
ership pattern may be a very small step but
I think perhaps a very positive stép in that
direction. The urgency of this situation I do
not think has been made clear. And I am not
talking about people getting out in the
streets and rioting, though that may well
happen.

The urgency basleally is the fact that as
the market weakens in the clty, as its func-
tlons are lost, you get into a degenerative
spiral. A good deal of the business of the city
is taking in each other's wash, so you have a
dynamism here, and that dynamism is going
down hill. ...

THE YELLOW PERIL ISSUE

Mr, McGEE. Mr. President, it is use-
ful for us to know the background of the
recently used and much abused phrase
“yellow peril.”” Some have laid at Sec-
retary of State Dean Rusk’s door the
responsibility for having again raised
the yellow peril issue, but the Secretary
has done no such thing. In his remarks,
Secretary Rusk made no racial references
to Asian peoples, but to the numbers
under the thumb of international com-
munism and to the numbers of Asians
threatened by this ideology.

Gould Linecoln, in the Washington Eve-
ning Star of Saturday, October 21,
pointed out that the yellow peril issue
was laid to rest long ago, in fact, shortly
after it was raised in 1907. Secretary of
State Rusk has not resurrected it. His
critics, who have done so, have done a
disservice, I believe. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Mr. Lincoln’s
article be printed in the Recorb.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

YeEwLow PERIL Lamm To Rest Long AGo

{By Gould Lincoln)

Sixty years ago Rep. Richmond Pearson
Hobson of Alabama, a4 Navy hero, day in
and day out in Congress blasted the Japanese
as a threat to the security of the United
States. Out of Hobson's speeches and his
writings grew the phrase "yellow peril.”

Hobson's “yellow peril” of 1907 has nothing
in common with Secretary of State Dean
Rusk’s warning of the threat of international
communism to the security of the United
States and the non-Communist countries of
Southeast Asia and the Paclfic nor with his
defense of this couniry's war against the
Communists in Vietnam, North and South.
But for political reasons the cry of “yellow
peril,” with its implied racial overtones, has
been tied to Rusk’s statement by members
of Congress—especlally BSenator Eugene
McCarthy, D-Minn., and some columnists—
all of whom should know better.

It is to be presumed that Senator McOar-
thy knew the facts about Hobson and his
“yellow peril” speeches and warnings, even
though McCarthy was not born until nine

years after Hobson had been sounding off
in the halls of Congress and elsewhere. There
is no slightest doubt that Hobson was warn-
ing that the yellow races of Asia, led by the
Japanese, constituted a real danger to the
United States—that a raclal conflict was in-
volved. But McCarthy and the others now
shouting “yellow peril” in their attacks on
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Rusk must know that the secretary of State,
was warning not against the yellow race but
against international communism; that he
was speaking in defense of a billlon members
of the yellow race agalnst possible and prob-
able aggression by the Communists if the
United States should quit its defense of the
anti-Communist people of South Vietnam,

Rusk was prompted In a denial that there
was anything raclal involved in his assertion
that the safety of the United States and of
the free natlons of Asla is at stake. And
properly so. The “yellow peril” criticisms,
however, whether so designed or not, could
only rouse resentment against the United
States In the minds of Indlans, Malaysians,
Japanese, the people of Thalland, Burma,
ete., unless the truth were brought out.

That, apparently, means nothing to the
opponents of the war in Vietnam. The aim of
many of them Is not only to get us out of
Vietnam—at any cost—but to get Lyndon
Johnson out of the White House. First, to
deny him renomination for President, and if
that fails, to defeat him for reelection.

Japan, at the time of Hobson’s “yellow
peril” diatribes, had emerged as a strong
military and naval power in the Far East.
It had defeated China in the war in 1894-5,
And ten years later, in 1904-5, it had de-
feated Russia, on sea and on land, It had, and
was In the process of bullding, a navy rated
only after the British and American navies.
Hobson argued that Japan would win the
backing of China in a war of “Asla for the
Asians.” There was one angle to Hobson's
fears for the United States that was outside
racial lines, however. He spoke out bitterly
against the Britlsh who had entered into a
military alllance with Japan—he called it
“an unholy alllance,” which might lead
Britain to side with the Japanese if they un-
dertook to run us out of the Pacific. At that
time we held the Philippines and Hawail,
Hobson claimed the Japanese were in a posi-
tion to take both in a sudden attack, and the
United States would not have heard any-
thing about it until word came by ship, some
ten days later.

Theodore Roosevelt was President. He had
announced his policy of “speaking softly and
carrying a big stick"—although he did not
always speak softly. At times, too, he waved
“the big stick."” Early in his administration,
he forced Kalser Wilhelm II and a Tory gov-
ernment in Britain to arbitrate claims they
had agalnst Venezuela. The Germans were
threatening to send naval forces into Vene-
zuela, Roosevelt gave the Kalser ten days in
which to withdraw the order, or he, Roose-
velt, would send Admiral Dewey and his fleet
to blow the Germans out of the water.
Further, Roosevelt had used his influence,
by then becoming worldwide, to bring Russia
and Japan to a peace table at Portsmouth,
and there he steered them to a peace treaty
which nelther of them lked. He received,
not a military medal, but the Nobel ‘“Peace
Prize." Also, Roosevelt sent an American
fleet around the world.

The consequence was the American people,
with some exceptions, put their faith in
“Teddy" Roosevelt, and paid little attention
to Hobson's “yellow peril.” Hobson, a grad-
uate of the Naval Academy, with seven vol-
unteers, took the colller Merrimack into
Santiago Harbor during our war with Spain,
and sank it. Later he recelved the Con-
gressional Medal of Honor.

EFFECTIVENESS OF F-111 AIRCRAFT
SYSTEM

Mr. TOWER. Mr, President, two very
penetrating and objective articles have
been published recently about the effec-
tiveness of the F-111 aircraft system.
Knowing of the interest of Senators in
this matter, I ask unanimous consent
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that the articles be printed in the REcorb.
One is by Jim Lucas of Scripps-Howard,
the other by Henry Keys, of the Pueblo,
Colo., Chieftain.

There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

[From the Washington Daily News, Oct.
20, 1967]
“THis Is THE ONE WE'VE BEEN WAITING FOR":
F-111 Is “ONE HELL OF AN AIRCRAFT"

(Nore—Much has been written about the
controversial F-111, formerly the TFX, soon
to be sent to Vietnam. But how do the men
who will fly it feel about this plane which
has ¢reated such a storm In Congress and
the Pentagon? Jim G. Lucas, just back from
Vietnam, spent three days this week looking
at the plane and talking to the men who fly
it. This i8 his report.)

(By Jim G, Lucas)

NEeLLIs AIR FORCE Basg, NEv,, October 20.—
The desert air was crisp and clear when Col.
Ivan Dethman brought her gently down, too
new even to have a tail number.

“This Is the one we've been walting for,”
sald Ailr Force M/Sgt. Charles Hennessee,
who heads a 35-man maintenance crew—
“the one with all the bugs out.”

This—at 1:32 on a Tuesday afternoon—
was not just another landing. It was an his-
toric event. This—the 31st F-111 built and
flown—was the first production model off
the General Dynamics asesmbly line at Ft.
Worth., It could revolutionize flying. Or 1t
could turn out to be a 5 billion dud.

An Air Force F-111 crashed yesterday near
Bowile in northeast Texas. The two crew-
men—General Dynamics employes—ejected
safely, But Air Force men concede such mis-
haps are inevitable, and this one is not likely
to alter the basic confidence in the F-111
that I found among the men at Nellis.

“We make or break the F-111 right here,”
Maj. Al Sonnett said.

The controversial F-111 program Was
budgeted at the outset at $5 billlon; it will
come to more than that. Each Air Force
F-111A was ticketed at $2.8 million, No. 31
cost $5 million. The Navy F-111B, still a
year and a half away, will cost $8 million,

The F-111 contract award to General Dy-
namics was opposed by some who favored
Boeing. It has been called the biggest blunder
of Defense Secretary Robert S. McNamara,
who has pushed it with singleminded inten-
sity. The Navy has never been happy about
being dragged into the program; a Chief of
Naval Operations who told Congress so, was
fired by the late President Kennedy. Sen.
Karl Mundt (R., S.D.), wonders why the
landing brakes don't work better than they
do.

The Marines have backed off, claiming they
don't need the F-111, but the British are in
to the tune of $786 milllon, and so are the
Aussies.

“All that has been sald about this alrcraft
before it arrived at Nellls Is no concern of
ours,” says Brig. Gen. Ralph G. Taylor, head
of the Air Force Tactical Weapons Center.
“Our job is to prove or disapprove its capa-
bilities.”

Gen, Taylor has flown the plane, And he
says:

“This 1s one hell of an aircraft we've got
here. I tell my men—and they've read a lot
and are confused—'Don't knock it until
you've flown it." After you've flown it, you're
hooked.

“It gives us a capability we've always
needed, but lacked, in the Tactical Air Force.
The successes we're having with it are un-
precedented.”

With a note of reallsm, Gen. Taylor adds,
“sooner or later, we'll lose one—that’s inevi-
table—and because it will be an F-111, and
because a lot of people are emotionally com-
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mitted against it—there’ll be an wuproar,
there'll be a lot of ‘I told you so." But that
won'’t prove anything.”

There can be no doubting the enthusiasm
here. In the officers club the talk is even more
enthuslastic, if that is possible, than on the
flight line.

“I'll tell you this,” Sgt. Hennessee says, "I
helped bring the F—4 into the Air Force in
1963, and I wouldn't want to go back.”

There are six F-111s in Nellis, Nos. 26 thru
31. The others are elsewhere in the Air Force
training and research system. The first five
here were hand-bullt, and there were prob-
lems, For one thing, after 1450 miles per
hour, they tended to surge and stall, There
have been two stalls here, but Gen., Taylor
points out, “We've had a worse stall in the
F-105.”

There were problems with brakes. Treetop
speed levels are questionable.

“Surging and stalling have been licked,”
says George I, Davis of Pt, Worth, the General
Dynamics representative here. “The thing
now is to incorporate the changes into the
production models.”

Recent Congressional testimony was that
treetop level speeds are one-third of that
guaranteed.

“I'll be honest with you,” Gen, Taylor grins.
“I don't know that was guaranteed. But as
a fliler I'll say we are eminently satisfied with
this bird’s speed at all levels.”

Col. Dethman flew No. 31 the 1047 miles
from Ft. Worth to Las Vegas on automatic
pllot—"1I touched the controls on landing
and takeoff,

“I never missed a turning point by more
than a foot or a yard,” he said. “It was un-
believable.”

George Stonehouse, British Minister of
Aviation and a former RAF pilot, flew an
P-111.

“It's perfect,” he sald as he climbed out
of the cockpit.

All the men flying the F-111 are Vietnam
veterans, and many were skeptical at first.

“Ken Blank came in with a negative atti-
tude,” says Lt. Col. Bobby Mead, command-
ing the 4481st Fighter Squadron. “He's posi-
tive now.”

Maj. Kenneth Blank, admits he was doubt-
ful: “Who isn't when he’s given a new toy to
play with?” Maj. Blank was the first F~105
pilot to bag a MIG in North Vietnam.

“I like this bird,” he says. “When I came
back from over there, all I knew about it I'd
read in the papers, and that wasn't good. It
has the best avionics I've ever seen. I'm doing
things with it I've never done before.”

[From the Pueblo (Cole.) Chieftain, Oct, 12,
1967]
Hor DEBATE CONTINUES: Have THE F-111's
CrITICS OVERSTATED THEIR CASE?

(By Henry Keys)

WasHINGTON.—The F111A—the most hotly
debated aircraft since the B52—becomes op-
erational within a matter of days.

This achievement is unlikely, however, to
cool down the fierce controversy that has
raged throughout the five years it has taken
to develop the highly unusual plane to com-
bat-ready status.

Which is unfortunate, for when all’s said
and done, the F111A—Air Force version of
the six-member F111 family—promises to be
the most revolutionary and widely capable
fighting flying machine ever built.

Witness the fact that Britain and Australia
are so impressed with it they rushed to place
orders, Britain for 50 and Australia for 24.

Yet there are those who still condemn the
F111, like Chairman John L. MecClellan, D-
Ark., of the Senate permanent investigating
subcommittee.

McClellan says the whole family of F111
planes is falling far short of expectations and
costing more than twice as much as antici-
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pated. "The prospects for the F111A are bet-
ter than for the others,” he adds, “but it is
never going to be the plane they thought
they were going to get.”

CONDEMNS NAVY VERSION

It is the Navy's version of the plane, the
F111B, that has incurred the greatest con-
gressional wrath.

“A dog,” {t has been called by Rep. Willlam
E. Minshall, R-Ohilo, a member of the House
subcommittee on defense appropriations.

To stand off and look back at the political
infighting that has raged around the Fil1
program from its inception is to come to the
conclusion that it is coming off the produc-
tion line, ready for service, almost golely be-
cause of the dogged determination of one
man—Defense Secretary Robert S. McNamara.

It is clear, too, that the row about it is
due also to the actions of McNamara,

The' dispute over the plane bolled over in
Congress, in the Pentagon and in the alrcraft
industry. It was reminiscent of the explosive
fight which erupted in the 1850's over the
long-range B52 bomber.

The storm burst in 1862 when McNamara
enraged Congress by (1) giving the go-ahead
to develop the plane, (2) by the nature of
ground rules he established for its design,
and (3) by his decision to award the con-
tract for its development and production to
General Dynamics Corporation, of Fort
Worth, Texas, when his own Defense Depart-
ment experts unanimously said the contract
should go to the Boeing Company,

He aroused Inter-service ire particularly in
the Navy, by insisting that the plane, then
called the TFX or “factical” fighter experi-
mental, should serve both Air Force and the
Navy.

ELIMINATE WASTE

The "commonality” thus achleved, he sald,
would result in a single weapon system capa-
ble of use by different services for different
missions—would avoid the wastefulness of a
multiplicity of weapons serving similar ends
and result In an eventual saving of $1 billion.

Congress and the services joined forces to
go after McNamara’s scalp. The “common-
ality” concept was not only impractical but
nonsensical, the argument ran,

McClellan set out to prove this, and also
that McNamara had been gullty of something
unsavory in giving General D cs the
contract over Boeing. He held committee
hearings which amassed 3,000 pages of testi-
mony and provoked McNamara to protest that
the committee inquiry was impugning his
integrity.

The committee never has produced a report
or published any findings, but today, four
years later, McClellan and others are still hot
after McNamara on the issue.

Actually, though, developers have hit close
to their “‘commonality” target. On design and
construction of the “A” and “B”, 80 percent
of the aircraft components and 27 percent of
the electronic gear components are identical.

BEHIND SCHEDULE

So far as the program is concerned, the
critics have hit where it really hurts—the
lagging development of the Navy's F111B.

Production of the first combat-ready
F111B already is 214 years behind schedule
because of innumerable difficulties in de-
veloping the basic design to alircraft carrier
requirements.

Unfortunately, the troubles with the “B"
have obscured from the general public the
dramatic progress made with the “A", and,
indeed, the astonishing nature of both alr-
craft.

As Air Force Col. Alfred L. Esposito, assist-
ant for F111 programs, says, “We are fiying
in areas where no one has ever flown before
and no one else is even attempting to fly to-
d.ay."

Precise figures relating to speed, altitude
and range are top secret. But 1t is known it Is
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a supersonic aireraft, with a top speed In the
order of 21 times the speed of sound, or in
excess of 1,600 miles an hour. It will be able
to fly without refueling to either Europe or
Asla.

It can fly at treetop level, under enemy
radar, at supersonic speeds, just as it can af
altitudes in excess of 80,000 feet.

It is a superbly effective weapon, able to
deal with enemy alrcraft as effectively as it
can place bombs and missiles on ground
targets.

OEO AND THE RIOTS

Mr, MONDALE, Mr, President, this
summer witnessed a score of riots and
disturbances in our cities. This was one
of the most painful experiences this Na-
tion has undergone. We saw American
soldiers battle their fellow citizens and
watched as our cities were turned into
armed camps. This  postriot autumn
should be a time of reflection and con-
templation, a time in which we attempt
to devise programs and strategies to
deal with the immediate and long-term
causes of the riots.

However, there has been a tendency
not to do this, but rather, to fall prey
to the temptation to'find a scapegoat for
the riots. There are always those, who,
in times of crisis, prefer to find a scape-
goat rather than face the reality of the
situation. To these people, the Office of
Economie Opportunity has been the
scapegoat. This is a new agency, with
new programs, and without a powerful
constituency. It is therefore in a weak
position and has been subject to much
eriticism. It is ironic that this agency,
which is dedicated to dealing with the
roots of the riots—poverty, ignorance,
unemployment, and depravation—has
been chosen by these people as a focal
point for resting blame for the riots.

The July 31 issue of Barron's magazine
contains 'an article entitled *“Poverty
Warriors” which catalogs most of the
charges that have been made against the
Office of Economic Opportunity with re-
gard to the riots. Upon reading this arti-
cle, I was most disturbed to see a publi-
cation of the caliber of Barron's report
such a story. I immediately contacted
the Office of Economic Opportunity for
a report on the allegations made in this
magazine. I have now received this re-
port, and it notes that the charges made
by Barron’s are not substantiated when
the facts are explained.

Mr. President, in order to clarify the
situation, I ask unanimous consent that
the Barron's article, my correspondence,
and the report of the Office of Economic
Opportunity be placed in the Recorp at
the conclusion of my remarks.

There is something terribly wrong with
this country when a dedicated agency is
singled out for abusive and false eriti-
cism, when the same agency is denied
a pay raise because its policies are ob-
jectionable to some Members of Con-
gress. Mr. President, I hope that this
issue-by-issue refutation of the charges
against the Office of Economic Oppor-
tunity will assist in eclarifying the role
of the agency and point up the work
that it has done to prevent riots, not to
cause them.

There being no objection, the material
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was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:
|From Barron’s, July 31, 1967]

PoveERTY WARRIORS: THE R10TS ARE SUBSIDIZED
AS WELL AS ORGANIZED

Marion Barry and Rufus Mayfield are angry
young men. Former national head of the Stu-
dent Nonviolent Coordinating Committee
(SNCC), Mr, Barry in August, 1965, took part
in a protest demonstration organized by the
so-called Assembly of Unrepresented People.
He was arrested and charged with disorderly
conduct while leading demonstrators onto
the Capitol grounds. “Riot power and rebel-
lion power,” he was quoted as saying last
week, “might make people listen now.” Mr.
Mayfield is a Black Muslim. Twenty-one years
old, he has spent most of the past eight years
in prison for various offienses, including petty
and grand larceny. This month Marion Barry
acquired gainful employment. He was hired
as a $b0-per-day consultant by the United
Planning Organization, top anti-poverty
agency for the District of Columbia. Rufus
Mayfield, according to Rep. Joel T, Broyhill
(R., Va.), will serve as Barry’s “back-up man."

While perhaps more arresting than most,
these are not isolated instances. On the con-
trary, the files fairly bulge with equally radi-
cal cases in point. Thus, federal and state
investigations of New York’s Mobllization for
Youth, pllot project for the Job Corps, dis-
closed that its staff included several members
of the Communist Party. LeRol Jones, who
was taken into custody during the riots in
Newark and charged with illegal possession
of deadly weapons, once ran a hate-the-
whites Black Arts Theater which got $115,000
in federal funds from Haryou-ACT before
police discovered an arsenal on the premises.
The Southwest Alabama Farmers Coopera-
tive Assoclation of Selma, which the Office
of Economic Opportunity recently granted
$700,000, numbers among its principals John
Zippert and Shirley Mesher. Louisiana’s Joint
Legislative Committee on Un-American Ac-
tivities recently documented Mr. Zippert's
assoclation with radical causes, including the
Kremlin-financed World Youth Festival, Ac-
cording to the Alabama Legislative Commis-
sion to Preserve the Peace, Miss Mesher, a
former coordinator for SNCC, is “a prime
participant in the Black Panther movement
designed to overthrow the government . . .”

Right after Watis (Barron’s, August 23,
1965), we observed: “In the name of civil
rights, a emall band of ruthless men has not
hesitated to stir up violence, break the law
and undermine duly constituted authority.
The so-called civil rights revolution . . . has
begun to mean exactly what it says.” Since
then compelling evidence, including eyewit-
ness testimony and the findings of a Cleve-
land grand jury, has shown that the riots
are less spontaneous outbreaks than carefully
planned subversion. To judge by the record,
moreover, civil unrest is not only organized
but also subsidized. Thanks to the Office of
Economie Opportunity, the U.S. taxpayer
now has a chance to finance his own destruc-
tion. The Great Soclety, so Newark, Detroit
and scores of other smouldering cities sug-
gest, cannot coexist with the American way
of life.

Like the poor, slums and rats have always
been with us. Only the devastating riots—
and the professional agitators who prepare
the tinder, await a spark and fan the flames—
are significantly new. The 1964 outbursts in
Harlem turned up William Epton, vice-chair-
man of the Red-Chinese-oriented Progressive
Labor Party, who taught people how to make
Molotov cocktalls, Mr. Epton was convicted
of criminal anarchy for his part in the riots.
The Rev. Billy Graham called Watts a “dress
rehearsal for revolution,” a description in
which radical spokesmen ever since have
gloried. Last year's riots in Cleveland, charged
Sen. Frank Lausche (Dem., O.) were the
work of a “national conspiracy executed by
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experts,” Shortly afterward a Cleveland
grand jury, after hearing the testimony of
detectives who penetrated the conspirators’
ranks, found that “the outbreak of lawless-
ness and disorder was organized, precipitated
and exploited by a relatively small group of
trained and disciplined professionals.” In a
story on the Newark riots, the current issue
of Life Magazine describes its reporters’
“clandestine meeting with members of the
sniper organization.” Finally, SNCC's Stokely
Carmichael, whose subversive interests range
far and wide, openly boasts of what's afoot.
After a quick trip to Prague, he landed last
week in Havana, There he told newsmen:
“In Newark we applied (guerrilla) war tac-
tles . . . We are preparing groups of urban
guerrillas . . . It is going to be a fight to
the death.”

So much for subversion, which the country
will ignore at its own risk, As to federal sub-
sldy of violence, an ominous pattern has
emerged. From the beginning, as radicals rec-
ognized, the war of poverty, notably the
Community Action Programs, had impressive
troublemaking potentials. Somehow CAP has
expanded much faster than OEO expendi-
tures as a whole, surging from $246.5 million
in fiscal '66 to an estimated $500 million in
the current fiscal year. As noted above (much
of the material comes from a forthcoming
book, “Foverty Is Where the Money Is,” to
be published by Arlington House and written
by Shirley Scheibla, Washington corre-
spondent for Barron’s), some of the money
funded dubious ventures and put jailbirds
and subversives on the federal payroll. Mrs.
Scheibla cites other horrible examples: John
Ross, member of the Progressive Labor Party,
who served on an anti-poverty board in San
Francisco; Howard Harawitz, member of a
similar board in Berkeley and former mem-
ber of the W.E.B. DuBois Clubs, which the
FBI calls “Communist-spawned”; and a
number of U.P.O. personnel in Washington,
D.C., who turned out to be SNCC organizers
and agltators.

Taxpayer-financed trouble has exploded in
one part of the country after another. Last
fall the mayor of Perth Amboy, N.J., accused
the local anti-poverty leader of seeking “to
foment and Incite unrest, agitation and dis-
order,” a charge which the city manager
of Rochester echoed last week. Newark's po-
lice chief weeks ago warned that the city
faced anarchy because of agitation by federal
anti-poverty workers, several of whom were
arrested during the riots. In New York City
five marauding young Negroes, collared while
looting stores on Fifth Avenue, worked for
the anti-poverty program; one wore a sweater
blazoned, after the OEO-funded agency,
“Harlem Youth Opportunities Unlimited.”

To fight riots with OEO grants, in short,
is like fighting fire with gasoline. However,
Bargent Shriver alone is not to blame. Some
of the fault lles with local officials like New
York's Mayor Lindsay (tapped last week to
serve on the President's speclal advisory
body), who repeatedly refused to condemn
the appearance of his Human Rights Com-
missioner at the Black Power conference in
Newark, as well as with Mayor Cavanagh of
Detroit (first recipient of OEO ald and wel-
fare state showcase), who tied the hands of
the police for the first few strategic hours.
On the federal level, the country should call
to account the Office of Attorney-General
and 1ts three recent occupants: Robert Ken-
nedy, who once wrote a letter to the head
of an identified Communist front, seeking
advice on a national service corps; Nicholas
Katzenbach, who shrugged off all evidence of
conspiracy; and the Iincumbent, Ramsey
Clark, who testified agalnst pending anti-
riot legislation. The blame reaches right up
to the official White House family, to Vice
President Humphrey, who last summer said
that if he lived in a rat-infested slum:
“there is enough of a spark left in me to
lead a pretty good revolt.”
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Law and order are the stuff of civilization;
they are also the first duty of government.
On the record, “liberals” of both partles, by
tolerating subversion, have made a mockery
of their oaths of office and forfeited the
public’s trust. Appeals to prayer are all well
and good, but what this country needs is a
political and philosophic call to arms.

AvucusT 24, 1967.

Mr. GEoRGE D, MCCARTHY,

Assistant Director for Congressional Rela-
tions, Office of Economic Opportunity,
Washington, D.C.

Dear M. McCarTHY: Enclosed you will
find a copy of an article which appeared in
Barron’s magazine on the 31st of July this
year. As you will note, this article is quite
critical on the War on Poverty and alleges
that OEO has subsidized the recent riots.

I would appreciate it if you could com-
pile a report on the allegations made in this
article and send to the attention of John
Magulre of my staff.

Thank you for your prompt attention to
this matter.

With best regards.

Sincerely,
WALTER F. MONDALE,
OrFICE OF EcoNOoMIC OPPORTUNITY,
October 10, 1967,

Hon. WaLTER F. MONDALE,

U.S, Senate,

Washington, D.C.

Dear SENATOR MonpALE: Thank you for
your letter of August 24 with regard to the
Barron's article of July 31, 1967. I am sorry
for the delay in our reply.

Enclosed is a list of Barron’s charges and
the facts, which show the false presenta-
tion of this article concerning “OEO’s con-
nection with the riots.”

If you should have any further questions
please do not hesitate to let me know.

Sincerely, j
GEORGE D. MCCARTHY,
Assistant Director
Jor Congressional Relations.
OFFICE OoF Economic OPPORTUNITY,
Washington, D.C,

BarroN's ArTICLE, JUuLy 31, 1987

The July 31st issue of Barron’s, a financlal
weekly, carried an article attacking the Office
of Economic Opportunity: “Poverty Warri-
ors: The Riots are Subsidized as Well as Or-
ganized."

The article attempts to line those engaged
in the task of fighting poverty with the riots
that have appalled the Nation, No attempt
is made to be objective or thorough in pres-
entation. Instead, a collection of incidents
and allegations are strung together to try to
discredit the anti-poverty program.

The following is & list of charges made and
the facts which are readily available to all.
CHARGE

The riots are subsidized. “Thanks to OEO,
the U.S. taxpayer now has & chance to fi-
nance his own destruction.”

ANSWER

No riot is subsidized—by OEO or any other
government agency. War on Poverty pro-
grams are squarely on the side of law and
order. Instead of fomenting disorder, OEO
workers are doing all they can to cool things
down. Since the overwhelming majority of
anti-poverty workers actually live in areas
where disorders could, or did occur, the sur-
prising fact is that so few were involved in
disturbances.

OEO gathered statistics on 32 cities in
which riots occurred this summer. Anti-pov-
erty workers, i.e.,, employees of OEO-funded
agencies, in these cities number 30,665. Only
16 of the 13,0560 persons arrested in these
32 cities were paid anti-poverty workers.
Only six of these were full-time staff mem-
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bers, nine were summer employees, and one
was a VISTA,

Most public officials, contrary to Barron’s
view, have lauded the poverty program for
being an effective weapon against riots.

Hugh J. Addonizio, Mayor of Newark, sald,
right after his city’s riots: "It {8 my position
that anti-poverty programs have been helpful
to my city, and that these programs need to
be greatly expanded . . . I support the pro-
gram and all it has done to bring hope to
many . . ." Mayor Ivan Allen, Jr., of Atlanta
wired,

“Recreational funds and EOA CAP centers
have contributed greatly to cooling off sum-
mer problems, CAP center and personnel pro-
vided quick communications facility for
easing the explosive situation in the Dixle
Hills disturbance.”

Mayor Joseph A. Doorley, Jr., of Provi-
dence, Rhode Island, told a group of poverty
workers: “As far as I am concerned there
is no telling how bad this might have been
if it hadn’t been for you guys.” Mayor Robert
M. L. Johnson, of Cedar Rapids, Iowa, said:
“The Community Action Program here, . . .
was in a great degree responsible for a calm-
ness and sensibility throughout the Negro
community some days ago when most of the
white community panicked because of ru-
mors of riot . .. as a result Cedar Rapids
did not have any incidents despite the fact
that for four days this community was
blanketed with every conceivable rumor of
race riot potential.

From the Chief of Police of Little Rock,
Arkansas: “. .. we have detected a con-
siderable decrease in the vandalism and de-
struction of property ... in the poverty
areas of our city .. . 1t 18 obvious to me
that a portion of this reduction can be
attributed directly to the . . . various pro-
grams conducted under OEO.”

And for one last example, Mayor Sorenson
of Omaha wrote to Mr, Shriver: “As you are
well aware, Omaha’'s ‘long hot summer' has
been kept ‘cool’ to date by programs we have
initiated with your help.”

CHARGE

The riots are organized. A Cleveland grand
jury has found that the riots are less spon-
taneous outbreaks than carefully planned
subversion.”

ANSWER

No responsible person or organization has
found that the riots are organized or planned
subversion. J. Edgar Hoover, Director of the
Federal Bureau of Investigation, has testi-
fled that the FBI has found no evidence that
the disorders were organized. The Cleveland
grand jury heard a great many charges and
allegations, but 1t refused to return a single
indictment.

CHARGE

Marion Barry is a former national head of
the Student Nonviolent Coordinating Com-
mittee (SNCC). Rufus Mayfleld is a Black
Muslim who has spent most of his last eight
years in prison. Together they have found
gainful employment working for UPO, the
top anti-poverty agency in Washington. (The
implication is that OEO hires subversives
and dangerous criminals.)

ANSWER

The article identifies Marion Barry as a
former national head of the Student Non-
violent Coordinating Committee. Mr. Barry
never held such a post. He was former head of
the Washington, D.C. branch of 8NCC, and
resigned sometime ago to devote more time to
District affairs. As head of the Free D.C.
Movement, Mr. Barry has taken an active role
in efforts to bring Home Rule to the District,
to increase jobs for minority groups, to op-
pose transit increase and to fight the blight
and decay—both spiritual and physical—of
Washington slums.

Because of Mr. Barry's demonstrated abil-
ity to effectively organize young people and
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channel thelr energies In constructive chan-
nels, he has been employed by the United
Planning Organization, the District's anti-
poverty agency, to help this group in its
work with young people. A national maga-
zine recently sald of Mr, Barry: “Barry, after
breaking with his SNCC cohorts, is now the
mastermind for youth programs in the anti-
poverty division and is quletly showlng in-
tellectuals how to communicate.”

While it is true that Rufus Mayfield has
been in trouble with the law, he has been
operating what is regarded nationally as an
extremely successful anti-poverty effort, hir-
ing more than 1,000 poverty-stricken youths
for a neighborhood clean-up program in
Washington, D.C. This program, fittingly
named “PRIDE”, has been so effective—as
an example, it killed some 10,000 rats in less
than three weeks—that even those who first
expressed doubts about the feasibility of the
project, are now counted among its warmest
supporters. So successful has the project been
that the Labor Department has refunded it
on a year-round basis. One additional note—
Mr. Mayfleld s working for the Labor Depart-
ment, not UPO.

CHARGE

The Southwest Alabama Farmers Coopera-
tive Association (SWAFCA) recelved §700,-
000 from OEO despite the fact that it num-
bers among its principals such “subversives'
as John Zippert and Shirley Mesher.

ANSWER

SWAFCA was granted $400,000 by OEO, not
$700,000 as Barron's erroneously reports. Fur-
thermore, nelther Shirley Mesher nor John
Zippert is a “principal” or even a member of
the cooperative. SWAFCA, incidentally, is a
coop project whose membership is composed
primarily of poor Negro farmers, who are
being provided help to ralse their incomes
through their own labors.

CHARGE

OEO has jallbirds and subversives on the
federal payroll. Two examples are John Roes,
of the Progressive Labor Party, who served
on the anti-poverty board in San Francisco;
and Howard Harawitz, a former member of
the W.E.B. DuBois Club, who serves on a
simllar anti-poverty board in Berkeley.

ANSWER

This is a classic example of brutal charac-
ter assassination. First, neither of these men
was on the “federal payroll.” Board members
serve on a volunteer basis—without pay.

Second, nelther of the above organizations,
despite the radical beliefs expressed by some
of their members, is included on the Attor-
ney General's list of subversive organiza-
tions,

Finally, OEO has strictly enforced rules
and regulations covering the subject of sub-
versives and character qualifications both for
board members and for employees.

“Membership in subversive organizations
or lack of sympathy with the objectives of
the Economic Opportunity Act of 1064, as
amended, are inconsistent with membership
on the governing bodies and police advisory
committees of community action agencies.
Moreover, all members of such bodies and
committees shall be persons of good charac-
ter; recent conviction of a crime involving
moral turpitude shall be considered strong
evidence of fallure to meet this standard.”

Another memorandum, No, 23-A, covers the
question of employees:

“Membership in the Communist Party or
in any other organization whose objectives
include the overthrow of the government of
the United States by force and violence is
inconsistent with employment in & commu-
nity action program.”

These memorandum clearly spell out OEO's
policy on membership in subversive organi-
zations and in the absence of any proof from
Barron’s that they are being violated, It can
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only be assumed that the magazine is more
interested in attacking the program, than
it is in getting at the truth.

CHARGE

New York City's Mobilization for Youth,
pllot project for the Job Corps, was investi-
gated by federal and state officials which
found several staff members who were also
members of the Communist Party.

ANSWER

Barron's goes back to 1964 to attack New
York's Mobilization for Youth project. The
program is not, and never was a “pllot proj=-
ect for the Job Corps.” Contrary to what the
article says, Investigation of the agency dis-
closed no members of the Communist Party.

CHARGE

LeRol Jones “hate-the-whites" Black Arts
Theatre got $115,000 in federal funds from
Haryou-Act before police discovered an arse-
nal on the premises,

ANSWER

The Black Arts Theatre was funded with-
out the knowledge or approval of OEO as
part of Project Uplift in the summer of
1965. When it became evident that the the-
atre was not fulfilling a legitimate purpose,
funds were cut off and it was shut down.
Later, a private group took over the premises.
Following a shooting incident, police did
find a number of guns in the building, but
there was no connection between this and
the defunct anti-poverty project.

CHARGE
OEOQ fights riots with grants.
ANSWER

Absolutely untrue. Our purpose is to help
people help themselves out of poverty. In a
message of July 20 to all Community Action
Program personnel, Mr, Shriver said: ‘‘Lest
there be any misunderstanding about what
OEOQ policy has been and continues to be, let
me make It unmistakably clear once again.
There will be absolute Insistence that every
OEO employee and every employee of an
OEO grantee scrupulously avoid and resist
participation by OEO-funded resources in
any activities which threaten public order
in any community. I shall insist upon imme-
diate and full penalties for any individuals
found guilty of wrong behavior in this con-
nection. Furthermore, I shall insist upon the
withholding of OEO funds from any grantee
or delegate agency which is shown to be
encouraging or tolerating such behavior.”

CHARGE

“Several” arrests In Newark and five ar-

rests in New York.
ANSWER

Only one of nearly 2,000 anti-poverty
workers was arrested in Newark, He has not
yet come to trial. There were three (not five)
Neighborhood Youth Corps enrollees, out of
more than 30,000, arrested in New York.
These enrollees are reciplents, rather than
workers, in the anti-poverty program. Since
these recipients, as residents of slum areas,
are among the group most exposed to the
possibility of racial disturbances, the rela-
tively small number arrested (.0017 of the
enrollees in the cities surveyed) is a strong
indication of the effectiveness of OEO pro-
grams in helping avoid disturbances. In most
cases, including Newark and Detroit, NYC
enrollees were highly praised by police chiefs
for their role in helping control the riots.

CRISIS IN LIBERALISM

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, New
Leader magazine for October 23 con-
tains a think piece which I am sure not
all Members of this body, or of my party,
will agree with. It is controversial. It
does raise possibilities that some may say
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could never occur. But it also should
cause us to think. I refer to an article
entitled “The Liberal Crisis,” written by
Gus Tyler. It is a commentary on the
dangers of the so-called dump-Johnson
movement within the ranks of liberal
Democrats. I ask unanimous consent
that the article be printed in the Recorb.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

DANGERS OF THE DUMP-JOHNSON MOVEMENT:
THE LIBERAL CRISIS
(By Gus Tyler)

As the nation moves toward the 1968 elec-
tions, American liberalism faces the most
serious crisls of this century. The peril to the
liberals arises from dark and destructive
forces at work in the country, and from deep
divisions within the progressive-minded
community. Unless liberalism can close po-
litical ranks to check the onrush of reaction,
America can be swept into a dismal abyss of
prolonged reaction.

The drama of the 1968 elections will be
played against a double backdrop: viclence
and Vietnam. Both will profoundly affect the
outcome in the voting no matter what the
Johnson Administration does either in urban
America or in Southeast Asia.

The racial riots of 1967, like other riotous
moments in America, are part of a continu-
ing and developing movement with its own
momentum and inner dynamic. What started
many years ago as spontaneous and sporadic
outbursts has, in recent years, taken on form
and directlon. Riot and threat of rlot are
used as consclous instruments to win de-
mands—specific and vague. Out.of the caul-
dron is emerging a political coalition of black
revolutionaries, Muslims and the Negro un-
derworld which seeks to use violence as a
tool of purpose. The most irreconcilable ele-
ments in this loose combine are the extrem-
ists who do not believe that America is a
viable civilization, who feel the only hope
lies in a nihilistlc and uninhibited destruc-
tion of the society.

The riots of 1967 are a prelude and re-
hearsal to those of 1968. While a massive
program for the ghettos would undoubtedly
do much to dampen the explosive materials
of rlot, even the most generous effort is un-
likely to have meaningful impact by 1968.
And it is far less likely that the present Con-
gress will enact any program—massive or
midget. The fuel for the fire will be on hand
next summer. The leadership for the sys-
tematic use of violence will, by 1968, have
established its authority—in no small part
as a result of operations run in 1967. If one
is to trust knowledgeable rumor, the next
move will be to carry the flames outside the
ghetto to adjacent neighborhoods.

But whether or not riots, inside or outside
the ghetto, are on the drawing boards of the
“revolutionaries,"” there are enough combus-
tibles around for the most accldental spark
in 1968 to set off the explosion. The response
to such an explosion can be predicted from
several centurles of Amerlcan experience with
soclal conflict. Rlot makes counter-riot; vio-
lence makes vigilantism. In 1968, the ever
dormant spirlt of vigilantism 1s likely to
arise brutally—both on the streets and at the
polls.

If the spirlt of violence should flag elther
in the ghetto or in the surrounding white
community, there are racist and reactionary
forces to whip up the fury. Legislators can
do it by callous disregard; Right extrem-
ists can do it by financing the sparks to set
the fire; parochial politicians will do it as a
cheap and easy way to fame and fortune.

In 1968, there will be a vigllante vote—as
well as vigllante violence. It may prove the
pivotal power for putting a llke-minded man
in the White House.

Peace In Vietnam is not apt to reverse or
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check racial conflict, Indeed, quite the oppo-
site is probable. If peace was made in South-
east Asia before the first of the year, the
most immediate impact on the American
economy would be a dip in employment. De-
mobilization of Negro soldlers, fewer job
openings, a higher rate of Negro joblessness—
especlally among the young—could only add
fuel to the flame. While 1t is entirely possible
and desirable for America to work out “peace-
time” plans to take up the slack, such plans
would get little backing in the present Con-
gress—and in no event could they have an
effect in time to provide needed employment
before the fall of 1968,

For the militant Negro idealogue or dema-
gogue, American withdrawal from Vietnam
would provide conclusive proof that this civ-
ilization is on the way out, about to be
pushed into oblivion. This conviction would
be incendiary propaganda in the mouths of
the militants.

Thus whatever the merits may be for has-
tening a settlement in Asia, it is a vast mis-
Judgment to assume that the fate of the
ghettos will be settled in Vietnam, The no-
tion that peace over there means peace over
here is a self-delusion induced by Incanta-
tions in a dovecote.

Regardless of Johnson’s actlons in Viet-
nam between now and Election Day, more-
over, the issue will be with the country on
that fateful Tuesday. If he makes a settle-
ment it will, of necessity, be frayed with
loose ends: boundarles, role of the Vietcong,
presence of guarantors, etc. The Republicans
will grab each loose thread to unravel the
Administration, wrapping their yarn around
the accusative query: “Is this what our boys
died for?” If Johnson continues on present
course, he will be hit from both sides: elther
“get out” or “go all out” or both.

Johnson would overcome both these ob-
stacles—violence and Vietnam—with a united
liberal front. But this unity is lacking ... at
the moment. Within the progressive commu-
nity In 1967 there Is a group whose basic
strategy is negative: “beat Johnson."” Its loglc
runs in three steps:

1. Any Republican, Iincluding Richard
Nixon or Ronald Reagan, is more likely to
settle Vietnam than Johnson, in the same
way that Eisenhower settled Korea after
Truman.

2. Even if this does not happen, In 1972
the Democrats could oust the Republicans.

3. At that tlme, the Democratic party will
be in the hands of its liberal wing.

For a brief moment, this faction in the
liberal community toyed with a third-party
movement: the Spock-King ticket. The Negro
nihilists knocked that notlon out of their
heads at last month’s Natlonal Conference
for New Politics in Chlcago. So the “beat
Johnson” faction now turns to the Demo-
cratic party (a) to name convention dele-
gates to nominate someone or anyone other
than LBJ; (b) to undermine Johnson in the
electlon of 1968; (c¢) and then In 1972 to use
this movement to name a true liberal to take
the White House.

The strategy Is simple and sulcidal.

The first victims of this “beat Johnson"
movement will be the Representatives and
Senators In the “peace wing” of Congress. A
battle over conventlon delegates will deeply
divide the Democratic party ranks. Congress-
men and Senators will not escape the con-
flict unscathed. In the case of a George Mc-
Govern (D.-8.D.), or others llke him, who
are already Iin deep trouble because of their
“dove” posture, a further division within
their party is a guarantee of defeat. Put
otherwise, in a divided and splintered liberal
coalition, the first to suffer will be the men
who are liberals on domestic issues and who
are foreign policy doves. But they will not be
alone. The resolve of the peace-at-all-cost
people to defeat the Johnson erowd will also
hit the liberals who back the Administra-
tion on Vietnam. In short, the “beat John-
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son"” movement Inevitably, if not intention-
ally, becomes a beat-the-liberals-for-Con-
gress movement: both liberal doves and
liberal hawks.

A conservative Congress—much more con-
servative than the present—will not only
affect legislation but may very well turn
topsy turvy all calculations on the presi-
dency in 1968. In this regard, 1968 could be
unlike any other election in American his-
tory.

A George Wallace candidacy would have &
peculiar effect on the electoral, as distin-
guished from the popular vote. In terms of
popular vote, Wallace would help LBJ win a
plurality. Johnson’s liberalism—especially on
civil rights—has lost him many voters who
in 1968 would go Republican, If Wallace runs,
however, many of the same voters would vote
Dixiecrat instead of GOP, thereby cutting
into Republican strength.

But in terms of the electoral vote, the
Wallace candidacy could have an altogether
different Impact on 1968—and on the future
of American politics, If he carries as much of
the South as predicted, he will garner some
100 electoral votes. In that event, it would be
necessary for either the Democratic or Re-
publican candidate for President to win at
least 270 electoral votes out of the remaining
438—to be elected. Had this happened in 1948,
or 1960, neither Truman nor EKennedy would
have had enough electoral votes to win.

If nelther Democrat nor Republican get
a majority of the votes in 1968, then the con-
test goes to the House of Representatives—
at which point the political complexion of
the House becomes decisive because it is the
body that will now pick the President out of
the top three runners.

In the House, the balance of power would
be in the hands of the South. Indeed, its
power is heavily exaggerated since each state
including the thinly populated states of the
South, casts only one vote: Louisiana equals
Ilinois; Mississippl equals New York; and
Alabama equals Cailfornia.

Southern strategy in this situation must
be envislioned against the background of riots
in the summer of 1968. The first impact of
such disturbances would be to swell the Wal-
lace vote—both North and South. The sec-
ond Impact would be on the Southern Con-
gressional delegations that would normally
vote for the Democratic candidate for Presi-
dent if the contest went to the House. In
1968, they might do otherwise.

The South may now lead America down
the path to reaction—by playing an inde-
pendent role. Discussing 1968 at a political
action meeting of the AFL-CIO, Bayard Rus-
tin recently sald: “The nation moves toward
1968, a year of historic importance, in a
mood of confusion, unrest, uncertainty. Ex-
ploiting Vietnam and the Negro's agony, the
Right wing prepares to launch a comeback.
If successful, it will profoundly alter the di-
rection of American politics and most griev-
ously set back the Negro.” In setting this al-
tered direction, the South would be in the
driver's seat.

Glven the choice between a Johnson and a
Reagan, the Southern delegations could de-
cide to go for Reagan or—If wooed by LBJ—
to succumb at a devilish price: my body for
your soul. Given the alternate choice be-
tween a Johnson and a Rockefeller, the South
could say, “a plague on both your ho h
and cast its vote for Wallace to elect no
President. (This is constitutionally possible,
slnce the top three names for President go
before the House and a majority is needed for
election.)

The latter course, a stalemate in the House,
1s unlikely because as matters stand right
now the GOP candidate will not be Rocke-
feller but someone more congenial to the
Southern spirit. But if Rockefeller (or some-
one like him) 1s the candidate and the South
should decide to stalemate the election, the
political potential becomes bizarre: The Sen-
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ate chooses the Vice President on a one-man-
one-vote basis, and if the House cannot agree
on a President, then the Veep becomes Prexy.

This improbable, but possible, freak could
put a Reagan directly in the White House,
although he runs for Vice President rather
than President. At present, the strongest
ticket the Republicans can fleld against
Johnson is Rockefeller-Reagan. Should it
turn out that the Senate—and not the
House—chooses the President, Reagan be-
comes a real possibility for the Presidency,
riding into the White House on Rocky's coat-
tails.

The Southern Democrats in House and
Senate would normally not bolt their Presi-
dential candidates. But 1968 will not be nor-
mal. The election is apt to be run against a
background of flaming cities, with a reac-
tlonary South discovering new allies in the
North and a last best hope to run America.
The year 1968 may be as abnormal as 1860,
when a new party on a newly realigned base
came to power. In terms of issues, 1968 could
be 1860 played backwards.

Ordinarily, If Southern Democrats bolted
their party they would be jeopardizing the
prized senlority and chairmanships that the
Dixle solons enjoy. But in a “realignment”
the South could easily make a deal with
GOP leadership—and the President-to-he—
to “organize” both houses in an overt con-
servative coalition thus preserving Southern
superiority in the Senate and House com-
mittees. (In the New York State Legislature
just a couple of years ago, it was the Repub-
licans—together with "“Wagner” Democrats—
who gave Anthony Travia and Joseph Zaret-
ski the necessary votes to head the Legisla-
ture, There 1s no constitutional provision to
prevent the same from happening in the U.S,
Congress.)

Such an eventuality would be a bit of his-
toric irony for liberals who have long urged
party realignment, So far, the liberals have
falled to convert the New Deal coalition into
a “party.” In Congress, the conservatives
have long had such an informal “party” on
Capitol Hill, voting in consistent concert. In
1968, this Congresslonal coalition of conserv-
atism may have its first chance to elect its
President by its own acts—with the South
holding the power and mapping the strategy.

In discussions about the forthcoming elec-
tions, 1968 has been analogized with other
recent contests, particularly 1948 and 1952,
with pro-Johnson people pointing to the for-
mer and liberal anti-Johnson people the lat-
ter. In fact, both analogies are right—and
wrong.

In 1948, Harry Truman—Ilike Lyndon John-
son today—appeared to be in trouble, His
“left” wing was being torn away by Henry
Wallace and the Progressive Party; his “right”
wing by Strom Thurmond and the Dixiecrats.
The “left” Democrats were hitting Truman
because of his cold war policy, the "right”
Demoecrats were hitting him for his pro-
civil rights policy. Americans for Democratic
Action started a “dump-Truman"” movement
and turned to Dwight Eisenhower as an al-
ternative, just as some individual liberals
(though not ADA this time) are now in-
volved in a “dump-Johnson" movement that
seeks another General as a possible candi-
date, James Gavin. In the election itself,
Truman came galloping up to win—with lib-
eral backing, as may happen with LBJ.

Thus far the analogy holds, but not much
farther. The support for George Wallace is
much greater than that for Thurmond. If
Truman had lost the whole South, he would
have lost the Presidency. A Reagan is not an
Eisenhower-—especially if a Republican Presi-
dent is elected in the House with Southern
ald. But abave all else, the mood of the coun-
try is different: Black “revolution” is stirring
white “counter-revolution,” an atavistic re-
turn to a dark dead past.

The *“dump-Johnson"

people, such as
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James Wechsler, prefer to parallel 1968 with
1952. That was the year Truman decided not
to run, allegedly because he was scared off
by the New Hampshire primary. Anti-John-
son liberals hope to scare LBJ off from run-
ning in 1968.

If this is carried one step further, though,
it becomes most unappetizing. Upon Tru-
man's withdrawal, the Democrats named
Adlai Stevenson, the liberal's dream boat,
for the Presidency. He ran a bright, brittle
campaign in which he restored the English
language to its proper place in Western
civilization, But it was not he—it was Ike
and Dick—who ended up in the White House.
And four years later there was more of the
same, only more so.

Should the history of 19562 repeat itself,
liberals would have a chance to rellve the
agony of the Ike age in a time of trouble
and turmoil. Ike put the New Deal on ice;
a Republocrat President in 1968 and beyond
would put the nation on fire,

The liberal community has not, until re-
cently, been even dimly aware of the dan-
gerous potential. The great preoccupation has
been with Vietnam—both pro and con—
almost exclusively, The far greater danger
arising from the political crisis within the
country has gone almost unnoticed.

Until recently, some of the loudest voices
in liberal circles spoke out for a third party.
The big moment was to be the meeting of
the National Conference for New Polities in
Chicago over the Labor Day weekend. What-
ever evils issued from that confab, it was an
ill wind that blew some good. It killed a
national third-party, for this year. The for-
mal burial took place at the ADA national
board meeting in September, when the or-
ganization formally went on record as op-
posed to a third party. Nobody spoke for
the corpse, including those who—in the re-
cent past—were for it.

With the collapse of third-partyism, some
of its sponsors together with other anti-
Johnson elements began to beef up a “dump-
Johnson' campaign. The plan is to run anti-
Johnson delegates to the Democratic national
convention.

At the September meeting of ADA—the
commonly alleged establishment of the lib-
eral community—the question of a “dump-
Johnson™ movement was at the core of the
agenda. Although the press reported this as a
gathering to formulate policy on Vietnam,
the ADA board was actually without any
authority to act on that subject because the
Spring convention of the organization had
already mapped policy. The board meeting
dealt with political—rather than foreign—
policy, concentrating on matters such as
third-party, “dump-Johnson,” convention
and endorsement strategy.

The heaviest blow against the “dump-
Johnson"” movement was struck by Joe
Rauh—Mr. ADA—in a memorandum he had
circulated on July 28, 1967. He opposed the
movement on practical grounds; it would
fail, and it would discredit the movement
for peace: “Just as the Kennedy-Fulbright
draft will fail to produce delegates because
Kennedy will repudiate 1t in most dramatic
form, so any other similar effort in behalf
of anti-Johnson delegates will fall because
no responsible people inslde the Democratic
party will allow their names to be connected
with a drive against a Democratic President,
and especially so hopeless a drive. Here,
too, the net result s bound to be few, if
any, delegates and a minimization of the
peace strength in America to a fraction of
its true proportions.”

The positive alternative proposal in the
Rauh document was a drive to write a peace
plank into the Democratic party platform.
There were several attempts to reverse the
Rauh approach at the ADA board, probably
the best attended in its history. The first
proposal—to have ADA back the “dump-
Johnson” movement—was defeated 73 to 12.
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Two other moves were defeated: one to allow
chapters and individuals to join the dump-
ers in the name of ADA; the second to in-
struct ADA to seek an alternative candidate
to LBJ.

The board decision, however, has not in-
hibited a handful of individuals in ADA
(though without ADA authority) from going
ahead with their “dump-Johnson' effort.
From their view, they cannot lose: If LBJ
is beaten at the convention, they will have
won; if LBJ is defeated in 1968, they will also
have won. They talk about 1968 but they
mean 1972, They are thinking like Louis XV
standing on his head: Aprés le déluge, moi.

If one must look for historical analogies
for 1968, it is less in the America of the
1940s and 1950s than in the Germany of the
1930s. Then the great danger was Hitler. But
to a sector of the Left—the Communists—
the real enemy was soclal democracy. The
coalition that might have halted Hitler was
torn with fratricide. The Communists
termed the Soecial Democrats ‘“social-
faseists’; they turned the “main fire” against
those closest to them; they welcomed Hitler
to power with the proclamation: Nach Hitler,
Kommen Wir.

No doubt this analogy—Ilike most his-
torical parallels—is faulty. But in terms of
long-range historic impact, what happened
in Germany in the '30s may be closer to the
danger we face in 1968 than what happened
in America in either 1948 or 1952.

OPEN HOUSING

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, in the
New York Times of Sunday, October 8,
Mr. Fred P. Graham wrote an article
concerning the Jones against Mayer Co.
la.wsl.:'it pending before the U.S. Supreme
Court.

The article concludes by stating that
should the Court rule for the complain-
ants, the effect would be to eliminate the
need for new fair housing legislation,

This, in my judgment, does not fol-
low. Legislation will still be necessary
even should the Court declare for the
complainants in the Jones against Mayer
case. I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the ReEcorp a letter from David
A. Brody, of the Antidefamation League,
dealing with this subject. His letter
makes very clear that legislation will be
necessary, and it explains why.

There being no objection, the article
and letter were ordered to be printed in
the Recorp, as follows:

THE CoURTS MAY SETTLE OPEN HOUSING

(By Fred P. Graham)

WasHINGTON.—Events are quietly under
way here that could lead to the creation of
an effectual Federal fair housing law—not
by an act of Congress, but by a decision of
the Supreme Court.

As the Court opened its 1967 term last
week with the usual round of secret confer-
ences on . pending petitions for review, two
factors made this result possible.

One was the presence among the petitions
of an appeal which contends that the United
States already has a law against racial dis-
crimination in housing—an 1866 statue that
has been enforced once in this century as a
fair housing law but has since been almost
forgotten.

The other was a series of discussions that
were held in the Justice Department, where
some top officlals are arguing that the Gov-
ernment should enter the case as a friend of
‘the court and urge the Supreme Court to re-
suscitate the old law so that the lower courts
can use it to bar discrimination in housing.

These events date back to the summer of
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1965, when Joseph Lee Jones and his wife
Barbara Jo picked out a pleasant lot in Pad-
dock Woods, a new subdivision in suburban
St, Louis, and offered to pay the advertised
$28,195 price to have a house built on it.
But Mr. Jones is a Negro and his wife is
white, and thelr offer was rejected.

A LONG SHOT

Congress at that time had not even begun
to consider the ill-fated falr housing law
that succumbed to a Senate filibuster in
1966. So the Jonses’ lawyer tried a long shot.
He sued the developers on the theory that
existing statutes and constitutional amend-
ments, read In the light of the latest Su-
preme Court declsions, already add up to an
enforceable fair housing law.

At the heart of the argument is the civil
rights act of 1866, passed to implement the
13th Amendment, which outlawed slavery.
The law said: “All citizens of the United
States shall have the same right, in every
state and territory, as is enjoyed by white
citizens thereof, to inherit, purchase, lease,
sell, hold and convey real and personal prop-
erty.”

This law has been recodified and blended
with subsequent legislation down through
the years, but it still exists on the statute
books, currently in Section 1982 of the
United States Code.

In 1903 a Federal judge in Arkansas did
enforce it to block a landowner from refus-
ing to lease land to a Negro, but otherwise
most lawyers have assumed that a succession
of Supreme Court interpretations of the re-
constructions laws and amendments have
made it unenforceable.

These decisions held that the 13th Amend-
ment, which can be enforced against indi-
viduals, could be used only to stop people
from treating Negroes as slaves. Efforts to
eliminate racial discrimination against the
freed slaves were held to be enforceable only
under the authority of the 14th Amendment.

Since the 14th Amendment forbids only
discrimination by state actlon and does not
touch bias by private persons, lawyers as-
sumed that the 1866 law could not be en=-
forced against individuals to block racial dis-
crimination in housing.

On these grounds the Joneses lost in
Federal District Court and in the Court of
Appeals for the Eighth Circuit.

PLAUSIBLE REASONS

But now the case is up on appeal to the
Bupreme Court, where the Joneses (and a
coalition of civil rights groups that have tak-
en up thelr cause) have offered the Justices
& number of plausible legal reasons for up-
holding their right to sue,

They claim that Negroes® inability to pur-
chase homes on equal terms with whites is a
remaining “vestige of slavery’ that can still
be attacked under the 13th Amendment.

Further, they contend that the state was
involved in the developers' discrimination in
violation of the 14th Amendment, because
it had the legal power to stop it but permit-
ted it to happen.

Finally, they cite statements in opinions
signed by six of the Justices in a 1966 civil
rights decision to the effect that “state ac-
tion" is no longer necessary in certain 14th
Amendment cases.

Lawyers can differ on the relative sound-
ness of these arguments, but most would
agree that they are substantial enough to
support a decision for the plaintiffs if a ma-
jority of the Supreme Court is disposed to
do so. On far shakier grounds than these
the Court lagt spring upheld California’s fair
housing law, despite an overwhelming vote
by the people in favor of abolishing it.

Since then, the Court has acquired its first
Negro Justice, Thurgood Marshall. His pres-
ence should strengthen sentiment on the
Court in favor of taking the plunge on hous-
ing discrimination, as the Court did on the
school segregation issue in 1954,
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Congress is frozen on fair housing, as it was
on school desegregation, yet political reaction
against a bold housing decision might not
be too severe; a majority of both Houses of
Congress voted on the side of fair housing
before the filibuster killed it in 1966.

If the Court should hand down the sweep-
ing decision the Jones appeal asks, the effect
would be to eliminate the need for new fair
housing legislation; Federal courts could bar
racial diserimination in housing—in any
form, including private sales between indi-
viduals—anywhere it occurred in the country,

ANTIDEFAMATION LEAGUE,
Washington, D.C., October 11, 1967.
Senator WALTER F. MONDALE,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SeNaTOR: As Fred P. Graham points
out in his timely and informative column
in the New York Times of Sunday, October 8,
if the Supreme Court should agree to hear
the case of Jones v, Mayer Co, and later up-
hold the contention of the petitioners that
the 1866 Civil Rights Act bars housing dis-
crimination by private individuals even
where there is no state involvement, that de-
cision would mean that the nation already
has a national fair housing law. But, it would
not, as Mr, Graham goes on to state, eliminate
the need for new falr housing legislation.

If the 1866 law should be held to bar hous-
ing discrimination by private persons, en-
forcement of the right to equality of hous-
ing opportunity would be left to individual
suits brought by the aggrieved individual,
While the private law suit has accounted for
many of the Court’s landmark decisions in
the area of racial discrimination, most not-
ably the 1854 school desegregation cases (in-
deed Jones v. Mayer Co, itself may prove to
be such a landmark case), it is a retall, costly,
time-consuming and not too effectual ap-
proach for dealing with the still pervasive
and persistent problem of discrimination,

Experience has demonstrated that if civil
rights statutes are to be meaningful and
more than mere wholesome declarations of
policy, the responsibllity for carrying out the
mandate of the law must be shifted from the
individual complainant to the specialized ad-
ministrative agency which must have the
power to initiate proceedings on its own mo-
tion without first walting for individual com-
plaints, as well as the power to issue ju-
dicially enforceable cease and desist orders
after a full administrative hearing. Conse-
quently, as welcome as a decision by the
Court would be that the nation already has
a federal fair housing law, additional legis-
lation would still be needed. Vindication of
the statutory right must not be left solely to
the victim of the discrimination. What would
still be required is effective administrative
enforcement machinery and authority for
the Attorney General to institute suits
against recalcitrant builders and realtors who
may continue to practice discrimination in
violation of the law as provided for in S, 1368,
the Fair Housing Act of 1967 introduced by
you and a bipartisan group of 21 Senators.
Only in this way can the right of equal hous-
ing opportunity be effectively secured.

Sincerely,
Davip A. BrRoDY.

INDIA'S VIEW OF THE WAR
IN VIETNAM

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the Recorp a dispatch from New Delhi,
published in the Washington Post of
Saturday, October 21. It gives an in-
formed analysis of India’s view of the
war in Vietnam. The dispatch, by Ber-
nard D. Nossiter, goes to the heart of the
dilemma posed for India by its desire for
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peace but its lingering suspicion of west-
ern powers in Asian affairs.

India’s concerns are, as Mr. Nossiter
points out, primarily her own concerns.
She wants to feel secure, and for that
reason wants American forces in Asia,
if not in India.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

Viernam WAR PosiEs A DILEMMA FOR
INDIA

(By Bernard D. Noseiter)

New DeLHI, October 19.—Of all the puzzles
in India’s foreign policy, there are few as
perplexing as this government's ambiguous
stand on Vietnam,

The confusion arises because New Delhi is
pulled in two directions. It has a direct in-
terest in peace in Southeast Asia and harbors
some lingering suspicion of the role played
there by a Western power such as the United
States. At the same time, India looks on
China as its primary enemy and is not un-
happy that the world's most powerful mili-
tary force is present in the region to check
Peking.

Today was the fifth anniversary of India’s
clash with China and Prime Minister Indira
Gandhi reminded her countrymen:

“Whatever else has changed in the last five
years, China's aggressive posture has not
stopped. Indeed, China has continued to
show open hostility to India ... Let us be
on guard against this continuing menace.”

CROSSED SIGNALS

The twin pulls, the wish for peace and fear
of China, lay behind the crossed diplomatic
signals India sent out earlier this month,
The Defense Minister and likellest candidate
for the Foreign Ministry post that Mrs,
Gandhi now fills, Sardar Swaran Singh, told
the U.N. General Assembly that he was “con-
fident” that Hanol would “respond favor-
ably” to a halt in American bombing., The
next day, Mrs. Gandhl observed tfartly that
this was just one man’s opinion.

+India is in constant touch with North
Vietnam, Both nations maintain consuls
general in each other's capitals. Indian
diplomats have been pressing Hanol to give
some pledge that they will make a reciprocal
response if the United States halts its bomb-
ing. New Delhi has not tried to specify what
the response should be, because the talks
have never gone that far.

India has gotten no assurances in reply.
Instead, the North Vietnamese have repeated
that they will make an appropriate response
to a bombing halt.

‘Whether this means that Hanol would stop
sending troops south, sit down to peace talks
or something else, the Indians do not know.

WORTH THE RISK

Nevertheless, New Delhl believes that there
ig little to lose and probably much to gain
by stopping the bombing. Officials here cite
Amerlean statements that bombing has not
materially affected Hanol’s infiltration of the
South. They believe that a cessation would
lead Hanoi to peace talks, that North Viet-
nam would then stand up to strong Chinese
pressure for continued fighting, The Indians
acknowledge that this is an opinion, and
that bombing halt could disadvantage the
United States. The argument here is that
this is a risk worth taking, -

If peace was restored, New Delhi believes
two important consequences would follow.
North Vietnam would be free of Chinese
pressure and, with aid from the Soviet
Union and its own anti-Chinese tradition,
would drift away from its close tles to
Peking.

Both the United States and the Sovlet
Union would be free to invest more heavily
in the development of Southeast Asla. The
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Indians believe that the Chinese are a threat
primarily to unstable regimes and that a big
investment program would make the region
less vulnerable.

There is an even more direct Indian inter-
est in peace in Vietnam, New Delhl sees it-
self protected from China by two powerful
forces, the United States and the Soviet
Union. Continued division between Peking
and Moscow is an essential condition for
support from the Soviet Unlon, support that
now takes the form of both arms and eco-
nomic aid. Indians fear that if the Viet-
namese war is prolonged, the great split in
the Communist world could be healed and
China would have a more open road into the
subcontinent.

India’s stake in Vietnamese peace does not
mean that New Delhl wants American forces
to withdraw from Southeast Asia. Indians
simultaneously believe that stable regimes
can withstand the Chinese and that it is a
good thing to have American troops nearby.

TROOPS TO STAY

New Delhi hopes that American forces will
remain in Laos and Thalland. India would
like to see Cambodia and Burma someday
welcome American airmen and soldiers. Even
in a peaceful Vietnam, Indians say there is
no conflict between their interests and a
continued American military presence. In
other words, India likes the idea of having
US. troops on all sides, but not in India
itself.

New Delhi's fear of China is leading to a
renewed effort for a settlement with Paki-
stan, India would like to convince its neigh-
bor that China is their big mutual worry.

India and Pakistan are about to restore
telephone and telegraph links broken after
their 1965 war. Negotiators will next work at
reviving air travel between the two.

Sometime next year, India plans to pro-
pose talks that would reopen trade, which
has also been cut off since the war.

However, it is questionable whether Paki-
stan will go along with this, From Pakistan’s
standpoint, the burning issue is not China,
but India’s possession of Kashmir. And de-
spite India’s fear of China and talk of a
settlement with Pakistan, New Delhi regards
Kashmir's adherence to the Indian Union as
an irrevocable fact.

GOVERNMENT ACTION KNOCKS
DOWN PRICE OF HIDES

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, I invite
the attention of the Senate to an article
entitled “Cattle-Hide Prices Reach 2-
Year Low as U.S. Demand Shrinks and
Exports Drop,” published in the Wall
Street Journal.

The opening sentence of this article
reads:

A shortage of cattle hides that prompted
the Government to curb exports 19 months
ago is turning into a glut; prices have fallen
since late summer and currently are at a
two-year low.

Low hide prices mean, of course, either
lower prices for live animals, or higher
prices for meat, or both,

About a year and a half ago, in re-
sponse to pressure from the buyers of
cattle hides in this country, the Federal
Government hastily imposed quotas on
the exports of hides, on the theory that
the country faced an impending shortage,

That action was most ill advised. No
shortage was impending. Within a few
months it became apparent that the
country had a surplus, not a shortage of
hides. The principal effect of that action
was to frghten our forelgn customers into
looking for alternative sources of hides.
In other words, it was destructive of
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our long-range position in foreign mar-
kets, and harmful to the price of hides,
and to the price of cattle, It was a
class action; it favored one economic
group—the makers of leather and of
shoes and other leather products, at the
expense of another group, the livestock
industry.

In response to heated protests from
Members of Congress and others, that
restriction on exports was lifted a few
months later, but not until much dam-
age—pernament damage—has been done.

Mr. President, last week the Congress
of the United States was treated to some
stern lectures on the importance of the
export trade by four members of the
President’s Cabinet, who appeared before
the Senate Finance Committee to de-
nounce varlous proposals to regulate the
flow of imports of several key commodi-
ties into this country. The committee was
told in no uncertain terms that it must
not meddle with our foreign trade policy,
and that the President’s official family
was best qualified to handle such mat-
ters, and also that they were engaged in
protecting and promoting our export
trade at every opportunity. One of those
who appeared was the Secretary of Com-~
merce, Alexander Trowbridge.

It is regrettable that the Department
of Commerce was not as sedulous in
promoting our export volume of hides
early last year. It was the Department of
Commerce which imposed the restric-
tions on hide exports in March of 1966.
Presumably the Department of Agricul-
ture concurred, or at least made no ob-
jection. Now, it is obvious that a tragic
mistake was made from which the live-
stock industry of this country will suffer,
but which it is now too late to repair.

I ask unanimous consent that the
Wall Street Journal article be printed in
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the ReEcorbp,
as follows:

CoMMODITIES: CATTLE-HIDE PRICES REACH 2-
YearR Low As U.S. DEMAND SHRINKS AND
ExporTs DrOP

(By Laird B. Anderson)

Cuicaco.—A shortage of cattle hides that
prompted the Government to curb exports 18
months ago is turning into a glut; prices
have fallen since late summer and currently
are at a two-year low.

The price decline means lower Traw-
material costs for shoes, gloves and a host
of other leather products. But it also means
higher costs for beef processors who count on
hide sales to offset part of what they pay for
live steers.

“T can't see where the market ls going to
show any improvement,” says one hide
broker gloomily as he surveys the outlook
for the troubled commodity.

Hide prices have been swinging sharply in
recent years, in large part because of a head-
on clash between new patterns of leather
consumption and Government efforts to en-
sure enough hides for domestic needs.

The upside part of that price swing started
almost two years ago. At the time, greater
affluence overseas was spurring foreign de-
mand for leather shoes. But, at the same
time, Argentina, a major world supplier of
hides, was being forced by drought and other
factors to reduce its offerings to the world
market to 6,8 milllon in 1965 from 12.1 mil-
lion hides in 1962.

On the Chicago market, the quote for light
native cow hides, a high-quality grade used
to make the upper part of shoes, nearly
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doubled in little more than a year, to a six-
year high of 26 cents a pound in February
1966 from 13.5 cents a pound in January
1965.

GOVERNMENT STEPS IN

Then the Government stepped in. Com-
merce Department planners, concerned that
U.S. hide merchants were exporting too many
hides needed for the U.S. and other leather
industries, decreed in March 1966 that ex-
ports had to be cut 169 from the 1965 level.
Such exports in 1965 had climbed to 13.3
million hides from 11.5 million the year be-
fore. The Commerce Department was pre-
dicting then that exports would continue to
rise to over 14 million in 1966. By the
agency's reckoning, this would leave U.S.
users in 1966 with 21.1 million hides, or 2.7
million less than they needed.

As might be expected, domestic prices fell
on the quota plan, By May 1966, when the
Government had eased somewhat its export
restrictions, the Chicago price for hides had
declined from the previous February's 26-
cent level to 23 cents a pound, and the price
continued to slump to a 1966 low of 15.5
cents a pound in October.

By then, however, Commerce Department
strategists had decided it was time to with-
draw the export restrictions. Again, the
Chicago hide market reflected the change.
Prices turned up sharply from October’s 15.5-
cent low to 19.5 cents at the end of 1966,
and continued to rise through February of
this year to 21.5 cents a pound.

By about that time, however, according to
industry officials, a backlash against the
Government’s export quotas was beginning
to hit the domestic industry, The quotas ac-
tually had failed to hold exports below the
level that Commerce Department statisti-
clans had predicted before the controls were
imposed, Even with the restrictlons, U.S.
hide exports climbed to 14.1 million hides
last year from 13.3 million in 1965.

COURTING DISENCHANTED CUSTOMERS

But John K. Minnoch, president of the
National Hide Association here, says the
gquotas were eminently sucecessful in con-
vineing foreign buyers that they had better
look outside the U.S. for their hide supplies.
Argentina, where production was just start-
ing to recover, began aggressively courting
disenchanted customers and started lifting
sales sharply by the close of last year. Argen-
tina's sales climbed to 8.1 million hides in
1966 from 1965's depressed level of 6.8 mil-
lion, -

That switch away from the U.S. is intensi-
fying this year. U.S. exports, unencumbered
by any Commerce Department restrictions,
declined 11% in the first eight months of
this year, to 8 million hides from more than
9 milllon a year before. Argentina's exports,
by contrast, rose 4.5% to more than 5.6
million from 5.4 million in January-August
1966.

Synthetic materlals also are being used in-
creasingly by foreign shoemakers as substi-
tutes for the leather they had been buying
in the U.S.

And, to the woe of both U.S. hide mer-
chants and U.S. leather product manufac-
turers, more of these foreign-made products
(with their forelgn-origin leather) are being
imported into the U.S., thereby reducing the
demand for domestic hides.

HIGHER IMPORT BARRIERS URGED

In the first eight months of this year, shoe
imports into the U.S. soared almost 30%
from the 1966 level, to 88.6 million pairs
valued at $1414 million. According to the
Tanners’ Councll of America, leather hand-
bag imports jumped 38%, glove imports
climbed 40% and imports of such smaller
products as wallets were up 88%.

Understandably, U.8. production declined
as imports swelled. Output of leather shoes
and boots by domestic makers dropped 9.1%
in the first seven months of the year from
the 1966 pace, to 341.3 milllon pairs. The
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decline, says Irving R. Glass, executive vice
president of the Tanners' Council, is as “se-
rious as anything I've seen."”

Some shoe manufacturers are predict-
ing that domestic output may bounce back
by the end of the year. Others, however,
aren’'t so sure, and both tanners and shoe-
makers are pressing Congress to erect higher
import barriers against forelgn-made leather

oods.

g What's more, to the further chagrin of the
U.S. hide industry, synthetic materials are
being used increasingly in the number of
shoes being produced in the U.S. Du Pont
Co. sald shoemakers last year bought enough
Corfam, its leather substitute, to make 12
million pairs of shoes. That would account
for only 2% of U.S. shoe production, but it
was almost 214 times the amount of Corfam
sold in 1965. Still further gains are being
posted this year, Du Pont says. Industry
sources say that a Japanese substitute, Clair-
ino, also is boosting sales.

For Mr. Minnoch of the Hide Assoclation,
the double onslaught of declining ex-
port and shrinking domestic demand has
prompted dire forecasts that the industry
may end up the year stuck with 500,000 to
one million spoilable hides.

On the Chicago hide market, the declines
have triggered a predictable price slide. The
key grade of light native cow hides currently
is quoted at 14.5 cents a pound, up slightly
from the 13.5-cent quote In effect during late
August and early September, but still off
substantially from the 24.5-cent level of
eight months ago.

For shoe manufacturers, who figure that
hides account for 20% to 25% of the cost of
making a better grade of men's shoe and
30% of the manufacturing cost of a woman’s
shoe, the lower hide price means lower out-
lays for materials. But some big shoe manu-
facturers, even so, recently posted price in-
creases of 3% to 4%, saying spiraling wage
costs and technical improvements have more
than offset the lower hide prices.

In the packing industry, by contrast, lower
hide prices mean higher net costs. At cur-
rent prices, packing houses can sell the hide
from an average 1,200-pound steer for only
about $10, down from nearly $14 this past
February., That $4 difference is reflected in
higher meat prices.

HO CHI MINH, “"MAN OF THE YEAR"”

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, columnist
Howard K. Smith, in the Sunday Star,
counters the propaganda widespread
even in this country, which pictures Ho
Chi Minh as a “wise little Uncle Ho.”

It is not so, says Smith, piling up the
record of a despot, including the num-
bers of dead left behind as Ho consoli-
dated his power in North Vietnam, then
moved to extend it to the south. It is
a fraud. But it is a fraud being fed these
days by a handful of writers permitted
to take conducted tours of North Viet-
nanm. They come back and joke about
Ho’s claims that there are no North Viet-
namese troops in South Vietnam. It is a
bald faced lie, but they joke. Then they
turn the President of the United States
on a stake labeled “credibility gap” be-
cause he withholds a bit of information
for state reasons.

Perhaps Ho Chi Minh is indeed wise.
But he is certainly playing some people
for fools.

I ask unanimous consent that Mr.
Smith’s column nominating Ho Chi Minh
as “Man of the Year” for his achieve-
ments in fiction be printed in the Recorbp.

There being no objection, the article
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was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:
Ho As THE “MAN OF THE YEAR"

About this time each year the well known
news magazine begins to sort out possible
cholces for its Man of the Year. I doubt if
I will get around to mailing it but my nom-
ination is Ho Chi Minh, The formidable wisp
is one of the bloodiest despots of a bloody
century, as immoral as he is incompetent at
government—yet, In the guise of wise little
Uncle Ho, he is winning the Vietnam propa-
ganda war.

Ho’s transcendent talent has been in or-
ganized destruction. But after Dien Blen Phu
in 1954 he had to run a nation instead of
merely destroy it, and the results were al-
most all disastrous.

First of all nearly 900,000 of his people
abandoned homes and jobs and farms and
fled to South Vietnam, If the Economist of
London is right, 250,000 more were ready to
flee when the borders were shut.

Then to break opposition he presided over
a bloodbath of vast proportions for a small
country. The late Dr. Bernard Fall esti-
mated close to 50,000 were murdered. That,
however, could be a minimum based on a few
cases in which trustworthy eyewitnesses
were present. One such case occurred when
peasants stormed a Jeep containing the Ca-
nadian member of the International Control
Commission and begged to be allowed to go
to South Vietnam. He sent a division of
troops to that region and 6,000 were “de-
ported' or executed.

After two years, Ho's General Glap said
in a famous speech, “We made too many
deviations and executed too many honest
people. We attacked on too large a front
and, seeing enemies everywhere, resorted
to terror which became too widespread . . .
torture came to be regarded as normal prac-
tice.”

After that Ho stopped executing ‘“‘too
many"” honest people and resorting to ter-
ror that was “too widespread,” and merely
applied enough. He won his 1960 election
with a 99.91% vote, somewhat aided by the
fact that he had no opponent.

Ho not only had the reputation of being
a great national popular hero who fearlessly
faced public opinion, but also of being a
great social reformer, friend to the peasant.
That was due to his great land reform iIn
which land was taken from the rich and
given the poor—though Russian statistics
show the rich were comparatively richer af-
terwards. Anyhow, there was enough aban-
doned refugee land left so that ylelds of rice
per hectar rose a little until 1960; since then
low morale and bad management have sent
them ever downward.

A Pritlsh expert argues that the reason
Ho decided to go south'and resume the more
familiar arts of destruction was that con-
struction was not doing well in the north.
In the south, his minions assassinated 30,000
South Vietnamese civilians in a decade, not
counting those killed in combat action.

Ho’s military success is not mysterious.
Destruction is simply vastly easier than con-
struction. It takes six years of college educa-
tion and about a year more of work to build
a bridge. It takes a half-hour of explanation
and ten minutes of work to set the fuses to
blow it up.

Ho's triumph is In creating and maintain-
ing an image of being conciliatory—or even
peace-loving, a nationalist George Washing-
ton, and a constructive social reformer. All
that is pure fraud

He succeeds due to the perverseness of hu-
man nature. One and all may go freely to
South Vietnam, see what they wish and write
without censorship. A useful few are ad-
mitted to North Vietnam on strietly super-
vised tours. From the free writers in south
Vietnam come venomous and unfair articles
like Mary McCarthy’s admittedly loaded ob-
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servations. From the restricted few in the
north comes a dutiful parroting of Ho's line.

Thus Harry Ashmore, back from Ho’s pres-
ence, added his weight to the view that the
U.S. frustrates Ho's conciliatory peaceful-
ness. Yet the U.S. is on record almost weekly
for peace talks while Ho has not once aban-
doned the line expressed in his newspaper
Hoc Tap: “The liberation of South Vietnam
can be settled only by force . . . it cannot be
settled by treaties and agreements.” Mr, Ash-
more cares nothing for this.

Last weekend we watched on television
Messrs. Harrison Salisbury and David Schoen-
brun—two of the handful let into the
north—confirming one another’s information
that the Viet Cong in the south are fiercely
independent of Ho Chi Minh—though how
they got an objective reading on that in a
blinkered visit to the north was not ex-
plained. In any case it is not right. The two
were almost jocular about Ho's insistence
that there are no North Vietnamese troops in
the south. It seems that if the President of
the U.S. withholds information for reasons of
etate it is a credibility gap; but when Ho tells
a bald lie it 1s real cute.

Come to think of it. Man of the Year is
not enough for Ho. He should also get the
Nobel Prize for fiction. The remarkable thing
is, he doesn't even have to write his fictions
himself.

DUAL DRUG PRICES

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, the Sen-
ate Monopoly Subcommittee hearings
looking into high prescription drug
prices has run into some interesting rev-
elations in the past several weeks.

Among them is a document sent to the
committee by Mr. George Squibb, until
recently a vice president of the drug
company bearing his grandfather's
name. The theme of his statement is
that arug prices are the Achilles heel of
the pharmaceutical industry.

He supported the statement with the
fact that the drug companies spend only
6.4 percent of their total sales dollar
for research—research which FDA Com-
missioner Goddard suggests is highly in-
efficient and unproductive—and that the
firms cannot blame their high prices on
this research cost.

Recently the president of E. R. Squibb
& Sons testified to the committee.

Mr. Richard Furlaud attempted to de-
fend the pricing structures the drug
companies have set up.

The New York Times on October 17,
1967, editorialized that Mr. Furlaud’s de-
fense based on research and on advertis-
ing costs was “unpersuasive.”

The editorial writer is of the opinion
that drug manufacturers still have not
presented a “convincing justification” for
the “present enormous discrepancies in
ttill;: prices of branded and generic medi-
cine.”

Five drug companies have now ap-
peared to testify before the committee.

The Pharmaceutical Manufacturers
Association will appear on November 18,
November 29, and on another date in
December.

I am informed that 15 or 16 PMA wit-
nesses will spend about 16 hours before
the committee in order to justify the
prescription price system the drug com-
panies use.

I think that should be ample time to
prove their case.

I ask unanimous consent that the New
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York Times editorial be printed in the
Recorp at this point.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

DuaAL DrUG PRICES

The president of E. R. Squibb & Sons has
glven an unpersuasive defense of the curious
two-price system for drugs in this country.
A much better argument will have to be
made to explain why Congress should not
outlaw the present anomalous practice under
which the same medicine may be very expen-
sive or very cheap, depending upon whether
a doctor has prescribed it by its brand name
or its generic name.

Taken at face value, the strongest point
made by Squibb’s president, Richard Fur-
laud, is the need to cover costs of research
almed at finding new drugs. Unfortunately
for the pharmaceutical industry, the force
of that argument has been weakened by the
recent testimony of Food and Drug Commis-
sloner James L. Goddard. He reported that
much of the drug firms' research is ‘‘poorly
executed” and “has not resulted in the intro-
duction into medical practice of genuinely
new therapeutic agents.” The relative fruit-
lessness of this research is, as Dr. Goddard
noted, a kind of “expensive inefficiency™
whose involuntary subsidizatlon by con-
sumers 1s hardly justifiable.

Particularly unpersuasive is Mr. Furlaud's
effort to defend the huge advertising and
promotional spending of the drug industry,
costs that are then used to justify the exor-
bitant prices charged for many branded phar-
maceuticals. Every practicilng doctor in the
nation is deluged with such advertising ma-
terial, much of which employs themes more
appropriate to clgarette or automobile ad-
vertising than to the sale of products con-
cerned with human health.

Doubtless, as the drug companies contend,
some fraction of this promotional expense
does contribute to the education of prac-
ticing physicians, but this is surely a far
from ideal—or economical—solution to the
problem of postgraduate training for clini-
cilans, A drug company advertisement or
salesman must aim primarily to sell that
enterprise’s products—a goal quite different
from that of medical educators engaged in
bringing up to date the knowledge of their
colleagues who actually treat patients.

Passage of a law requiring all drugs to be
prescribed and sold by generic names would
be an extremely radical step, one that Con-
gress should not take lightly or hastily. But
the demand for it will increasingly be heard
if the present enormous discrepancies in the
prices of branded and generic medicines are
not narrowed substantially, and if the drug
companies do not give a more convincing
Jjustification for the differences that remalin.

ECONOMY AND HIGHWAY
CONSTRUCTION

Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, the ad-
ministration apparently is again con-
sidering freezing funds for the Federal
highway system. While all savings are
laudatory during periods of fiscal crisis,
cutbacks in the highway construction
program would be a dishonest, foolish
and even dangerous form of economy.
A recent editorial in the Arizona Re-
public placed the issue in proper per-
spective. I ask unanimous consent that
it be printed in the REcoRD.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

WaEeERe To CuT SPENDING?

President Johnson has spoken often of the
dilemma every Chief Executive faces in try-
ing to keep everyone happy, or at least in
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tryilng to keep anyone from being too
unhappy.

That dilemma is nowhere more apparent
than in the arm-wrestling taking place be-
tween LBJ and Congress over how much of
the budget should be cut, and where. The
House Ways and Means Committee, by a
vote of 20-5, said that it would not even
consider the President’s 10 per cent tax sur-
charge unless the administration proposes
substantial cuts in government spending.

But the administration is reluctant to do
s0, what with next year being an election
year. That is why President Johnson recently
summoned reporters to his office to inslst
that he could not recommend major budget
cuts because his original budget was already
tight, and the job of cutting appropriations
traditionally belongs to Congress.

Nevertheless, the President 1is casting
around for areas in which to cut federal
spending. Probably because he knew of the
furor his suggestion would arouse, LBJ said
the search for frugality might cause him to
freeze federal spending for highways.

The lobbyists who stand to gain the most
from highway construction naturally joined
the nation’s governors in condemning the
proposed freeze on the $4.8 billion in federal
aid highway funds already apportioned to
the states for fiscal 1960, But we also think
that would be a foolish place to try to
economize.

The fact is that—except for certain for-
est highways and public land highways—
construction of federal-aid primary, sec-
ondary, and urban roads has been financed
since 1956 from the Highway Trust Fund,
which by law operates on a pay-as-you-build
basis. Revenues derive from various highway
user taxes—on gasoline and diesel fuel, on
new trucks and buses, on rubber, lubricat-
ing oil, etc.—pald into the Fund,

Thus, highway funds are not in the cate-
gory of pork-barrel appropriations, voted by
Congress and authorized by the President
in order to repay political debts. They are
funds paid for by motorists who derive bene-
fit from our public highways.

Even if they weren’t, it would be wrong
to cut back on highway construction, For
whereas last year approximately 53,000 peo-
ple were killed and 4 million injured on the
nation’s highways (approximately 600 killed
and 23,000 injured in Arizona), at an esti-
mated economic loss of $10 billion ($115 mil-
lion in Arizona), 100,000—repeat, 100,000—
motorists will die on American highways
by about 1980 even if we maintain the pres-
ent construction rate.

In order to reduce that death rate, we will
have to spend even more money. So it
should be obvious to everyone—and cer-
tainly to the President—that we cannot, un-
der any circumstances, cut back on present
highway construction and thereby invite an
even greater carnage as a result of outmoded
and unsafe roads built for autos of another
era.

We approve of the effort to keep federal
spending within strict bounds. But we be-
lieve the President should look elsewhere in
his search for frugality.

“A LONG, LONG TRAIL A-WINDIN

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, recently
the distinguished editor in chief of
Forbes magazine, Mr, Malcolm S. Forbes,
in his column called “Fact and Com-
ment,” stated that not very many “think-
ing” people can “fault the President” for
his “consistent, determined support of
some imaginative efforts toward the con-
servation of parks, our wilderness areas,
and of some remaining unspoiled, un-
believably attractive American scenery.

Mr. Forbes has particular reference to
the national trails system supported by
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the administration and which I pushed
hard for in the 88th Congress.

Again we are at the crossroads of a
decision. Action by the Congress can save
“a wondrous thing . . . for the mind as
well as the muscle,” as Mr. Forbes puts it
so well.

Out of 2.3 billion acres available in our
country, only 220,000 would be kept for
nature lovers, hikers, and strollers, and
at a fantastically low cost.

Mr. Forbes again says it:

We can't afford that? We cannot not af-
ford it.

I ask unanimous consent that the edi-
torial be printed in the REecorp at this
point.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

Ler's KEEP “A LOoNG, LoNG TRAIL A-WINDING”

The Johnson Administration may have
messed up a lot of major programs accord-
ing to which party you support or which
measure gored whose ox, but I don’t think
that too many thinking Americans will fault
the President and the First Lady for their
consistent, determined support of some imag-
inative efforts toward the conservation of
parks, our wilderness areas and of some re-
malining unspoiled, unbelievably attractive
American scenery.

To be against “beautifylng"” of course would
be like opposing motherhood, so Administra-
tion measures of this nature have seldom
been attacked frontally. Ridicule is the
weapon. Make the measure seem funny so
it gets the teeth laughed out of it.

This has happened in a big way to the
federal program aimed at curbing the Bill-
board Blight, as well as to the effort to curb
the crawling sprawl of dead cars, empty lce-
boxes, cooked-out stoves and sprung bed-
springs.

Another really good Administration pro-
posal may bite the dust as a result of in-
vidious attack by leer and sneer.

President Johnson, with the support of
both the Secretary of Interlor and the Secre-
tary of Agriculture, has proposed a National
Trails system, with four trails to start it: the
2,000-mile Appalachian Trall from Maine to
Georgla; the 825-mile Potomac Heritage Trail
through Pennsylvania, Maryland, West Vir-
ginia, Virginia and the District of Columbia;
the Pacific Crest Trall, 2,300 miles down the
West Coast from Canada to Mexico; and the
Continental Divide Trail, 3,100 miles from
Southern Canada to southern New Mexico.

I don’t know if you have ever taken a walk
in the country, or if in your younger years
you ever joined contemporary neighboring
adventurers on hikes. If you did, you know
what a wondrous thing it is for the mind as
well as the muscle.

If you never did, you should have and
would be the better for 1t.

One thing sure: In this great land that
sheds its light from sea to shining sea, some
trails to walk over it should be kept by and
for those of us now here, and preserved for
those to come.

The bill that would ensure this simple,
uncostly good is being attacked on some of
the most groundless grounds. One “spokes-
man" told the Senate Interior Committee
that the tralls would have a “sweeping and
serious impact” on the country’s livestock in-
dustry and future food supply and that “they
would be 20,000 miles of interference with or
obliteration of food and fiber production on
at least 50,000 acres of land.”

“Grandlose and fey” thunders the Ameri-
can Cattlemen’s Assoclation,

It is hard to believe that Congressmen
would take such guff seriously., Out of the
2.3 billlon acres that constitute our conti-
nental limits, 220,000 would be kept traily.
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Some big deal.

We can't afford that?

We cannot not afford it.

Look at the muddles we manage to make
despite the places still left to walk about in
the green of the country. Imagine the mess
we'll make when there 1s no place left to
refresh, refurbish the mind.

Congressmen take serlously the testimony
of proponents and opponents who make it &
business to be heard on measures that may
concern them.

They will take even more serlously the
spontaneous letters of people who have no
angle but their love of our land.

If that includes you, write the men on
Capitol Hill.

If enough do,
heard.

And heeded.

the trallmakers will be

THE ST. LOUIS POST-DISPATCH ON
OUR VIETNAM POLICY

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, since
my days as a college student many years
ago, I have regarded the St. Louis Post-
Dispatch as one of the greatest news-
papers in the world. It is certainly among
the top three or four metropolitan dailies
in our Nation. On numerous cccasions, I
have been inspired by the brilliance of its
editorial columns.

No other newspaper has been more
farsighted and correct in its analysis of
our tragic and growing involvement in
Vietnam. The melancholy stalemate in
which we now find ourselves was fore-
cast by the St. Louis Dispateh long ago.

In an editorial dated October 15, 1967,
entitled, “Let’'s Not Be Children,” the
editors of the Post-Dispatch have pre-
sented one of their finest editorials out-
lining the fallacies in administration
assumptions about Asia and especially
Vietnam.

I ask unanimous consent that this edi-
torial be printed in the REecorp, and I
urge every Member of Congress to read
it with care.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

Ler's NoT BE CHILDREN

The alienation of the Johnson Administra-
tion from the American people, who have
undergone a tidal change of opinion against
the Vietnam war, was never more sharply ex-
pressed than in Secretary Rusk's vehement
press conference last week. With the despera-
tion of & man clinging to a sinking dogma,
Mr. Rusk set forth his familiar and increas-
ingly unconvincing rationale for the war, and
contemptuously flung out at all who dis-
agree with him by crying, “Let's not be chil-
dren!”

The American majority which has now be-
yond doubt swung against the Rusk doctrine
will not, we suspect, take kindly to being dis-
missed with a schoolmasterish charge of in-
fantilism. If it is childish to question Mr.
Rusk's obsession with a Chinese menace
which only he perceives, and to doubt that
America’s vital security interests demand our
fighting an Asian war which the South Viet-
namese themselves will not fight, then a great
and growing number of Americans are con-
signed to something less than the mature
wisdom which Mr, Rusk claims for himself.

Dissenters from his policy, Mr. Rusk said,
put the nation in “mortal danger"” and risk a
“catastrophe for mankind” by placing in
question the credibility of American *“com-
mitments” under the Southeast Asia treaty.
The people are entitled to ask what has be-
come of the commitment made to them by

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

President Johnson when he sought election
in 1964 on a peace platform directly contrary
to the Vietnam policy he has followed since.
The “pledged word" cited by Mr. Rusk as jus-
tification for endless involvement in an Asian
land war conflicts with the pledged word of
Mr. Johnson not to send Americans to fight
Asians' battles. Which promise is the more
important?

But it is, of course, untrue to say that half
a million troops and a vast air-naval ar-
mada are in Vietnam to carry out a solemn
national commitment. There never was a
commitment, either by President Eisenhower
or President Eennedy, to make the civil war
in Vietnam our own, and both of their ad-
ministrations refrained from doing so. Presi-
dent Johnson is exclusively responsible for
converting a program of ald and advice into
& unilateral war, The Southeast Asia treaty
did not require such escalation. By under-
taking it unilaterally we violated our most
solemn commitments under the United Na-
tions charter.

If Mr. Rusk is right In saylng we must
wage a war like this in order to sustain world
faith in our treaty commitments, then it fol-
lows that we have an inescapable obligation
to fight other people’s wars for them in every
quarter of the globe, He is preaching a doc-
trine of unlimited military intervention un-
der which America sets itself up as judge and
Jury of every revolution, every border dis-
pute, every national conflict, and undertakes
to decide them with its own power.

The American people are rebelling against
this doctrine. They do not find credible any
longer Mr. Rusk’s claims that we are fighting
in V.etnam to protect a vital national in-
terest in blocking the expansion of Chinese
Communism. It is clearly not China we are
fighting, nor Communism either, but rather
an indigenous nationalism determined to
throw off the remnants of colonial rule which
offers a far stronger barrier to Chinese ex-
pansion than a puppet government sup-
ported by permanent American military
occupation. And it Is permanent American
occupation, let there be no doubt about it,
which Mr. Rusk is advocating. If our national
interest in Vietnam is as vital as he claims,
we could not afford to entrust it to a Salgon
government which would not survive two
weeks without our support.

The American people do not demand
precipitate and reckless withdrawal from
Vietnam, though more and more of them are
beginning to tolerate even that idea. This
newspaper does not favor such withdrawal.
We are convinced, however, that a peaceful
settlement could be obtained, on the basis
of the Geneva agreements, if the United
States adopted negotiable objectives and
stepped down the war instead of steadily
stepping it up.

Mr. Rusk insists he is ready to negotiate,
that only Hanol is unwilllng. What he is
ready to negotiate, however, is Hanol's sur-
render—the abandonment of the Viet Cong
by North Vietnam, thus leaving the fleld
clear for the Sailgon regime backed by our
then unchallenged military power.

It 15 no mystery that Hanol refuses to
negotiate on these terms, under the intimi-
dation of aerial bombardment. But there is
every reason to believe that Hanoi would ne-
gotiate a compromise settlement which gave
the Viet Cong a place in the country's po-
litical future commensurate with its
strength, which contemplated the ultimate
withdrawal of all foreign troops and settle-
ment of their political differences by the
South Vietnamese people themselves—if
these ever became America’s objectives.

An honorable alternative to endless war
does exist, and more and more Americans
are coming to Insist upon it. We have a feel-
ing that if this Administration cannot find
the wit or will to work its way out of the
Vietnam morass, the American people—or
“children,” if Mr. Rusk prefers that word—
will elect an administration which can.
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THE DANGERS OF DESTRUCTIVE
CRITICISM
Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, the

American public is increasingly feeling
the many deep sacrifices involved in our
long and bitter struggle in Vietnam. With
this increasing awareness of the cost of
defending freedom, some are responding
with a wave of excessive criticism di-
rected at President Johnson and his
handling of the war. I would like to take
a few moments today to survey some of
the effects of this excessive ecriticism, for
I believe they are potentially much more
damaging than most of those who utter
them have so far realized.

The right to criticize, to dissent from
public policy, is of course fundamental
to our system of government. I am not
one who feels that this is a fine right as
long as it remains unexercised, at least
not exercised during wartime. It must be
exercised whenever people find grounds
for criticism, whether in war or in peace.
And there is, of course, no assurance that
such criticism will always be logical or
well founded.

Surely our democracy has great room
for tolerance for many kinds of dissent.
And yet, some types of criticism are in-
deed posing dangers. Let us review some
of the things that are being threatened
today through abuses of the right of
dissent.

The Presidency represents both a man
and an office. It is an office of great
prestige, probably the most widely re-
spected office on earth. On the respect
and prestige of that office, much of the
Nation’s influence in the world depends.
I would like to associate myself with the
comments of our distinguished minority
leader, Senator Dirxsen, when he said
not long ago that you do not demean the
President in the eyes of the people
abroad “for when you do, you demean the
prestige of this Republic. And I do not
mean to do it, as the one remaining,
great, free republic on the face of the
earth”—CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, Oecto-
ber 3, 1967, page 27577. I think all of
us would do well to keep Senator DRk~
SEN's warning in mind. Certainly we can
keep any criticisms within the frame-
\goril;: of respect for the Office of Presi-

ent.

The President is not only the Repub-
lic’s sole organ in foreign relations and
the Commander in Chief of our Armed
Forces; he is also charged with the
execution of our national laws. Only he—
not the Congress—nor the Supreme
Court—has the constitutional responsi-
bility to see that the laws are faithfully
executed. It can be a severe blow to the
maintenance of domestic law and order
generally when respect for the Presidency
is undermined at home. The current
spirit of defiance of law which is abroad
in our land will only receive encourage-
ment from those whose criticism goes
beyond the bounds of respectful dissent.

Respect for the Office of President im-
plies, too, I believe, a respect for the con-
stitutional power of the President to di-
rect the Armed Forces of the United
States. This authority arises from his
powers as Commander in Chief. Some of
the criticism of the President seems to be
based on the assumption that the Con-
gress, rather than the President, should
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determine the manner in which the war
in Vietnam is conducted. We have had
a tragic warning in this regard. During
the Civil War, the Congress established
a Joint Committee on the Conduct of the
War, perhaps the most powerful and con-
troversial investigating committee ever
set up by the Congress. It conducted
sweeping inquiries into the conduct of
military operations and the management
of the Union war effort. But it did far
more than investigate. It tried to usurp
some of Lincoln’s powers as Commander
in Chief. Among other practices which
have received widespread criticism, its
members made a practice of traveling
into the field, of calling military officers.
The results, as might be expected, were
of near-disaster proportions on military
morale and on many aspects of the con-
duct of the war.

It is hardly necessary to labor the point
that destructive criticism of the President
and of the war effort at home adversely
affects the course of events in Vietnam
itself. My hat is off to the resolve and
fortitude of our men in Vietnam. They
endure indescribable hardships while
many at home engage in criticism that is
neither respectful nor constructive. But
however high their morale may be, their
difficult task halfway around the globe
could be made much lighter if those who
criticize intemperately were to take more
account of their understandable feelings.
The factor which no doubt hurts our
troops more is the false encouragement
which destructive criticism lends to the
Hanoi regime and the forces seeking to
take over South Vietnam. Ho Chi Minh
knows that there is now no hope of mili-
tary victory over South Vietnam. His only
hope, and a very misguided one it is, lies
in the discouragement and ultimate with-
drawal of the United States and our al-
lies from South Vietnam. Unfortunately,
he can draw encouragement from the
violent, disrespectful, and theatrical
manner in which so much of our dissent
is cloaked today.

There is much that is said today which
seems to support such a mistaken im-
pression. There is almost a form of “one-
upmanship” in some guarters—a sort of
political competition to see who can hit
the President the hardest. This could
reach disaster proportions as the presi-
dential election of 1968 approaches. The
real defeat would be for the country as
a whole. My hope is that people will in-
creasingly distinguish between politicians
who ecriticize constructively and those
who criticize for purely partisan purposes
or in disrespect of the fundamental
values of freedom.

Their actions, Mr. President, brand
them as beneath contempt. Their brand
of opportunism will give comfort to all
those who doubt the ability of democracy
to act in crisis. Indeed, democracy would
be rendered impotent if the ship of state
offered its helm to opportunists willing to
trade on their country’s agony for fleet-
ing political expediency.

Events in Washington last weekend il-
lustrate the kind of chaos that can result
when responsibility gives way to angry
emotion and the communications by
which we reach national decisions break
down for want of respect of basic Ameri-
can institutions. Those individuals who
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participated in the march on the Penta-
gon have demonstrated that they are
neither worthy nor ready to participate
in intelligent, dispassionate and reasoned
dialog, which is so essential to our na-
tiona]l goals.

The President bas been doing the best
he can under the most trying of circum-
stances. Surely his policies should be
criticized. I ask only that the criticism
be constructive, that it be respectful, and
that it show some regard for the men
who are defending this country’s security
12,000 miles away.

If the President succeeds, it will not be
his victory. It will be the victory of Amer-
ica’s fighting men. If the President fails—
and I pray this event will not come to
pass—then it will not be his failure so
much as it will be a disaster for the
country and for the men who have been
called upon to answer their country’s call.

VIETNAM—HOW NOT TO UTILIZE
AIRPOWER

Mr. SYMINGTON, Mr, President, with
respect to airpower utilization in Viet-
nam, I ask unanimous consent that testi-
mony under the heading, *“Enables
Enemy To Get Wise,” of Maj. Gen. Gil-
bert L. Meyers, U.S. Air Force, retired,
before the Preparedness Investigating
Subcommittee on August 29 be inserted
at this point in the REcorbp.

There being no objection, the testi-
mony was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

TESTIMONY OF MaJ, GEN. GILBERT L. MEYERS,
USAF, RETIRED, BEFORE PREPAREDNESS
INVESTIGATING SUBCOMMITTEE, AUGUST 29,
1967

ENABLES ENEMY TO GET WISE

Mr. Kenpart. Would not the North Viet-
namese get wise to that practice and say, well,
it was hit today and it was not knocked out
s0 they would build up their defenses
around that particular target?

General MeyErs. Very much so. This is why
we wanted a greater number of targets to
work on in a given period of time, so we
could attack with small flights. If they de-
stroyed the target, fine. If they did not, we
would move to a different area, and work on
that target, and if we were successful, fine.
We would move back and attack the other
one, Using that approach, the enemy would
not know where we were going to attack next.

‘We ended up with a very stereotyped opera-
tion due to the limited number of targets
that we had avallable. We were convinced
that we lost many pilots in attacking these
targets which would not have been necessary
had we had a greater number to select from.
We r that there were political con-
straints assoclated with attacking various
targets, but ongce you accepted the facts
that a target system should be destroyed,
turn that system over to the military and
let them work on it based on weather factors
and forces avallable and various other mili-
tary considerations. The exlsting practice of
doling out the targets one, two, and three at
a time is too restrictive and results in more
pilot and alrplane losses.

For example, if It is declded that the
bridges on a glven line of comunication
should be destroyed, give that line of com-
munications with the five or 10 bridges that
might exist to the military planners and
let them select what bridge should be hit at
a given point In time.

You know the weather over there is very
critical. It runs roughly on the north-south
line. That is, the west is in the monsoon
period when the east is not, and vice versa
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at other times of the year. Consequently the
targets should be spread as far across the
country as possible to give maximum fiexi-
bility of attacking them when the weather
is best.

Mr. KEnparn., Have you finished? I do not
wish to interrupt.

General MEYERS. Yes.

Mr. KENDALL, As distinguished from that, as
I understand it, as to each specific bridge, at
least during this period, and each barrack
and each other fixed target you had to come
‘back to Washington to get specific approval
to hit it; is that correct?

General Mevers. That is correct on all fixed
targets of that type.

NATIONAL GOVERNORS' CONFER-
ENCE AND VIETNAM

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, it
seems to me that the failure of the
National Governors’ Conference to con-
sider a resolution in support of the ad-
ministration’s Vietnam policy has had a
far greater effect than it deserves both
at home and abroad.

Few Governors are actively engaged
in the formulation or implementation
of the Nation’s foreign policy. Their
day-to-day contact with the problems of
Vietnam is limited. Nevertheless, by the
very nature of their office, it is assumed
that Governors are especially well in-
formed about the attitudes of their own
citizens. Hence it follows—although not
with complete logic—that their state-
ments in regard to national policy reflect
the consensus of public thought within
their jurisdictional borders. They man-
aged to forget all about this in the polit-
ical pressures present during the Carib-
bean cruise.

Partisan political consideration moti-
vated a good deal of what went on there.
Nevertheless, the Republican Governors
had a remarkable opportunity to present
solid-front support to the President’s
Vietnam policy. And they failed to take
advantage of it.

To point out that the Republican Gov-
ernors merely refused to consider a Viet-
nam resolution is to evade the issue.
Ostensibly, they did not wish to approve
the administration’s present course of
action. And this led, inevitably, to the
easily arrived at conclusion that they
disapproved.

Approximately half the Governors
present were Republican, official spokes-
men for about half the population of the
United States. They failed to speak out,
clearly and forecibly, in support of what
this Nation is doing in Southeast Asia.
Their reticence encourages military dis-
sent at home, hardens the resolve in
Hanoi to prolong the conflict and limits
the President’s freedom of action.

The political factors involved in the
Republican decision have already been
lost in the more obvious failure, per se,
to support a solid, nonpartisan front.
The implied disapproval of present pol-
icy provided respectability—and, per-
haps, prestige—to militant individuals
and groups who oppose the war. This
respectability enables the radical fringe
to preach “anarchy” under the cloak of
“dissent,” to advocate “disorder” in the
name of “protest.”

Thus, as the demonstrations grow in
number, intensity and violence, there is
reaction in Hanoi, and Peking and Mos-
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cow. It is not difficult for foreign observ-
ers to misinterpret what is happening
here. The size and significance of the
dissent has no doubt been exaggerated.

However, the specific dissent, implicit
in the Republican Governors' failure to
support present policy, has encouraged
belief in Hanoi that a change of admin-
istration in the United States will create
a more benign climate for achievement
of its objectives.

I could suggest there is more than
coincidence in this week's announcement
from Hanoi that there will be no negotia-
tions whatsoever in regard to Vietnam
until after the 1968 presidential election.

Even more dangerous, the Republican
decision seriously inhibits the President’s
course of action. Since the present policy
is one of limited military effort to achieve
limited political objectives, the GOP
abstention was, by implication, certainly,
a repudiation of that policy. It poses the
fascinating question about the Repub-
lican position. In which direction does it
lean? Toward escalation to the point of
invading North Vietnam? Or toward
complete and unconditional withdrawal?

The President’s political expertise is
unquestioned. He recognizes the reasons
for the Republican Governors’ relue-
tance. As he has done in the past, he will
continue to resist efforts to tug him away
from the firm, middle-ground course he
has steadfastly sustained.

The administration’s consistency of
policy does mot diminish the danger of
the Republican Governors’ action during
the conference. The conduct of the war
is—or should be—above the reach of
partisan politics. For the Republican
Governors to have superimposed political
considerations upon a matter of such
vital national welfare indicates a lack of
responsibility toward the people whose
interests they are sworn to preserve.

PLAIN DEALER NEWS ITEMS RE-
SULTED IN SAVING TAXPAYERS'
MONEY

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,
recently when speaking on the Defense
Department announcement of new rules
for firms seeking defense contracts to as-
sure compliance with the Truth in Ne-
gotiating Act, I had printed in the Rec-
orD two articles which appeared in the
Plain Dealer, a great newspaper in my
home city of Cleveland, Ohio. At that
time I commended both the Plain Dealer
and Sanford Watzman, its Washington
bureau reporter, for focusing national at-
tention on gross mismanagement in con-
tracting procedures in the Defense De-
partment and had two Plain Dealer ar-
ticles printed in the Recorp. I reiterate
that praise today. Inadvertently a part
of one item was omitted.

Therefore, I ask unanimous consent
that the articles entitled “Pentagon
Yields, Orders Defense Contract Audits,”
and “PD Stories Got Action,” which
were published in the Plain Dealer on Oc-
tober 3, be printed in the Recorp. I con-
gratulate Sanford Watzman and the
Plain Dealer for accomplishing a sub-
stantial savings of taxpayers’ money.
Pentagon yielded; ordered audits.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:
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[From the Clevela);l.d :'la.ln Dealer, Oct. 3,
967]
PeENTAGON YIELDS, ORDERS DEFENSE CONTRACT
AUDITS
(By Sanford Watzman)

WasHINGTON.—The Defense Department
has finally agreed to launch an audit pro-
gram almed at assuring a fair price on key
defense contracts,

The move will strengthen enforcement of
the 1962 Truth in Negotiating Act, which is
supposed to protect the government against
profiteering by companies selling weapons
and other war material,

The decision was made known yesterday
when copies of a Pentagon order were per-
sonally delivered to the offices of Rep. Wil-
liam E. Minshall, R—Cleveland, and Sen. Wil-
liam Proxmire, D-Wis,, by Assistant Defense
Secretary Thomas D, Morris.

Both legislators have criticized Defense
Secretary Robert 8. McNamara for not mak-
ing full-use of the law. Last June 6 they in-
troduced legislation to goad the Pentagon
into making more audits.

A serfes of Plain Dealer articles last April
focused public attention on this loophole in
the program. Congressional hearings re-
sulted, folllowed by introduction of the Prox-
mire and Minshall bills.

The new Pentagon order was regarded as
achieving the purpose of the identical Min-
shall and Proxmire bills. In effect, McNamara
now has agreed to do on his own what the
lawmakers were proposing to force him to do
through an amendment to the “Truth” act.

The order also means that the Defense
Department has acceded to demands that it
assume the major responsibility for detect-
ing overpricing of contracts and starting ac-
tion for a refund to the government when
overcharges are found.

Until now McNamara has been relying on
Congress’ General Accounting Office (GAO).
Over a 10-year period GAO has uncovered
overpricing at the rate of $13 million a year.

This has resulted from minimal spot-
checking by GAO, which has a relatively
small auditing force. With its own vastly
superior army of auditors, the Pentagon will
be able to check systematically a far larger
number of contracts.

Asslstant Defense Secretary Morrls sug-
gested to aides of Minshall and Proxmire
that the lawmakers might now choose not
to push their bills—so the Pentagon will
have an opportunity to test the effectiveness
of the order. Both Minshall and Proxmire
were away when Morris called.

The five-paragraph edict was dated last
Friday. It was in the form of a memoran-
dum, under the letterhead of the secretary
of defense. It was signed by deputy secre-
tary Paul H. Nitze, No. 2 man at the Pen-
tagon.

A defense spokesman explained that Nitze
had acted for McNamara, who was at a NATO
conference in Turkey last week, The memo
is addressed to Morris and other ranking
defense officlals, including the secretaries
of the Army, Navy and Air Force.

John M. Malloy, Morris’ deputy, told The
Plain Dealer it will take about 30 days be-
fore the order reaches all defense procure-
ment offices and 1s put into effect.

Purchasing officials are commanded to in-
clude in future contracts a provision grant-
ing defense department auditors the right
to examine corporate records after a contract
is completed., This would be a condition of
the contract,

The purpose is to determine whether the
contractor had acted in good faith at the
time of negotiations—that is, whether he
had supplied to the government accurate,
current and complete information in figur-
ing his costs.

The estimate of material and labor costs is
one of the chief elements involved when cor-
porations and the Pentagon agree on the price
to be pald for military hardware. Profit al-
lowed the contractor is based on this estimate.

29787

The order covers the so-called firm fixed
price (FFP) contracts used in most major
procurements, More and more such contracts
have been signed since McNamara became
defense secretary in 1961.

Once the price is agreed on, the contractor
assumes all the risks. He may end up making
money or losing money, If his own efficiency
entitles him to greater profits than antici-
pated, he is entitled to keep the extra
money—providing he is not found to have
deliberately overstated his probable costs.

McNamara favors FPP over an older form
of contract, known as the cost-plus-fixed-fee
(CPFF). Under the latter, the contractor is
guaranteed a profit no matter how inefficient
he may have been in regulating overhead
costs,

Because GAO found cases where contrac-
tors had not been entirely frank with the
government, it urged the Pentagon to follow
the GAO lead and to begin a comprehensive
audit program,

The recommendation was made two years
ago. After considerable delay, McNamara
agreed to go along—but excluded the FFPs
from his new audit program, reserving his
decision on the multi-million-dollar con-
tracts.

McNamara’s advisors split on the GAO
recommendation as it pertained to the
EEPs. His auditors urged him to accept the
proposal and aggressively to implement it.

But the secretary’s procurement people
warned McNamara that this might damage
relations with many contractors on whom
the government is dependent for materiel.

The procurement men argued that an
audit after a fixed price Is “second guessing"
the contractor, thereby undermining the in-
centive principle of FFP.

McNamara's long-awaited declsion came in
the face of mounting criticism in Congress.
Another congressional panel, the subcom-
mittee for special investigations of the House
Armed Services Committee, opened hearings
last week.

Members of that group accused the Penta-
gon of stalling, At that point the Defense
Department had not yet filed its comments
on the June 6 Proxmire-Minshall legislation.

GAO spokesmen told The Plain Dealer they
were gratified by the decision. But they
quickly added it is now up to the Pentagon
to prove by its enforcement actions that new
legislation really is not needed.

[From the Cleveland Plain Dealer, Oct. 3,
687]
PD Srtories Gor ACTION

WasHincTON. —The new Pentagon policy on
auditing of defense contracts ls the third
positive response by Defense Secretary Robert
S. McNamara to articles in The Plain Dealer,
beginning last April.

The newspaper brought to light hitherto
obscure reports of the General Accounting
Office, a congressional agency, which charged
McNamara with weak enforcement of the
1062 Truth in Negotlating act.

Last May, the Defense Department, under
fire from Congress’ Joint Economie Commit-
tee because of The Plain Dealer disclosures,
announced proposals for mew regulations
requiring documentation of the “truth”
certificates.

Contractors have been given an oppor-
tunity to comment. A final draft of the new
code is expected later this year.

A second major criticism was lack of team-
work by Defense Department personnel in
implementing the four-year-old law and ap-
parent misconceptions about its provisions.

The response was organizing of truth-in-
negotiating “seminars” for defense procure-
ment personnel across the country. A con-
ference on the issue for Pentagon officials is
scheduled for Oct. 30 at Hershey, Pa.

The new edict on auditing will serve dan
additional check by detecting overcharges
after contracts are completed.
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RAILWAY POST OFFICE SERVICE

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I have
been an outspoken opponent of the
policies of the Post Office Department
relative to the discontinuance of railway
post office cars.

Many other Members of Congress, from
both parties, and in both Houses, have
expressed similar opposition. Our voices
have not been heard by the Post Office
Department, however, and now nearly
every long-distance passenger train still
operating in the United States is threat-
ened with discontinuance proceedings be-
cause of the loss of RPO service.

Hundreds of organizations and groups
across the country have expressed grave
concern over this latest development, and
have proposed action of one sort or an-
other. But one group has taken what I
consider to be extremely appropriate ac-
tion under the circumstances. The Na-
tional Association of Railroad Passengers,
through its executive director, Mr. An-
thony Haswell, has wired the President,
asking him to reverse the present policies
of the Post Office Department. It would
appear at this point, that only the Presi-
dent would be able to undo what has al-
ready been done. I sincerely hope that he
responds favorably to this telegram, for
the economic harm which the policies of
the Post Office Department have already
caused is irreparable.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of Mr. Haswell's tele-
gram be printed in the Recorbp.

There being no objection, the telegram
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

OcTtoeeEr 11, 1967.
Hon. LynpooN B. JOHNSON,
President,
White House,
Washington, D.C.:

The Santa Fe Rallroad has announced
plans to discontinue most of its passenger
trains on account of termination of railway
post office service by the Post Office Depant-
ment. In recent months, other train discon-
tinuance plans have been announced by
other railroads for the same reason. Our in-
formation is that several other railroads will
soon follow Santa Fe In proposing drastic
cutbacks in passenger service, also on
grounds that post office actlon in discon-
tinuing RPO cars will deprive the trains of
vitally needed revenue.

The National Association of Rallroad Pas-
sengers is made up of users of rallroad pas-
senger service and other concerned citizens
who belleve that passenger tralns are es-
sential and wvaluable, and should be pre-
served and improved rather than discon-
tinued. The association objects to the present
policy of the post office department, in that
it clearly endangers the continued operation
of much needed and useful passenger service.

The association does not insist that present
patterns of mail transportation be frozen in-
definitely, However, we do belleve that no
more RPO cars should be discontinued until
a thorough study can be made of the po-
tential for rall passenger transportation
throughout the United States. If RPO cars
are removed from the trains before comple-
tion of such a study, many of the trains will
likely be discontinued, thus rendering the
study an academic exercise. History teaches
us that once a given passenger train is dis-
continued, it is seldom if ever restored. On
the other hand, if mail is retained on the
trains for the time being, we will have the
opportunity to determine which passenger
train service should be preserved and im-
proved, and what steps are necessary to
ensure their continued operation in the most
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efficient and economical manner possible,
with or without mail transportation.

Postal officials have alleged that the recent
changes in malil transportation will provide
better mall service at lower cost, and that
therefore the department cannot “subsidize”
the rallroads by paying a higher price for an
inferior transportation service. However, we
point out that the department has never
provided intelligible figures to prove its alle-
gation that the new methods are saving
money. Furthermore, reports from many
parts of the country indicate that mail serv-
ice has gotten worse, not better, since the
institution of the "sectional center” system
and the demise of many RPO cars. The de-
partment has rejected constructive sugges-
tions for improvement of RPO service, and
has refused to participate in experiments for
faster mail hauling in conjunction with the
high speed train service soon to begin be-
tween New York and Washington. But even
if the department's claims were true, the
timing of its actions shows a callous disre-
gard of the public interest in view of the
certain destructive effect these actions will
have on passenger train service before the
future scope and form of such service can
be adequately determined.

‘We conclude that the unilateral, arbitrary,
and premptory action of the post office de-
partment in terminating raillway post office
service is unjustifiable and contrary to the
national interest. Accordingly, we respect-
fully urge that you initiate a thorough study
and investigation of the nationwide poten-
tial for rail passenger service, and that you
request the post office department to rein-
state and/or continue the operation of all
RPO cars which were in service as of Septem-
ber 1 of this year, until completion of the
study.

ANTHONY HASWELL,
Ezxecutive Director, National Association
of Railroad Passengers.

CHIcaco, ILL.

OUR CHRISTIAN CONSCIENCE AND
VIETNAM

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, the ques-
tion of our action in Vietnam is more
than a political question. It is a question
of conscience.

For this reason, as rarely in the past,
church bodies—the National Council of
Churches, official nationwide denomina-
tional meetings, regional and local re-
ligious groups—have spoken out on our
national dilemma. Across the country,
pastors of churches have expressed their
views from the pulpit.

One such is the Reverend Dr. Guy D.
Carpenter, senior minister of the Meth-
odist Temple in Evansville, Ind., who
preached a sermon on September 24 with
the title “Our Christian Conscience and
Vietnam.” Dr. Carpenter did not speak
until he had studied the question, read
much on the subject, and reached the
conclusions he preached—as many of us
have done—on the basis of conviction
derived fror analysis of the facts.

For that reason, Mr. President—be-
cause this is a strong sermon looking at
the evidence in the light of Christian
conviction, not because Dr. Carpenter is
a minister in my home city—I ask unani-
mous consent that the text of his sermon
be printed in the Recorb.

There being no objection, the sermon
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

OUR CHRISTIAN CONSCIENCE AND VIETNAM

No one—almost no one—*likes” the war in
Vietnam. In the vivid bluntness of General
Sherman of Civil War days, war is always
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“hell”. This one today is dirty, messy, hard,
bloody, and bitter, Those are reasons not to
“like” the war in Vietnam; but more than
that, the issues Involved are the most com-
plicated and confused ever faced by Ameri-
cans. In past wars we belleved—rightly or
wrongly—that we were fighting for some-
thing: independence in the Revolutionary
War, to preserve the union in the Civil War,
to "make the world safe for democracy” in
the First World War, to destroy totalitarian-
ism in World War II. But what is the issue
In Vietnam? Will we by armed might halt
the advance of Communism?

Few people are perfectly clear about what
is right or wrong, or what is to be done. Some
are determined that—bad as it l1s—there we
must stay, see it through . . . and win!

Whatever our personal opinion, this we
know: the war in Vietnam is becoming more
brutal; it is taking a heavier toll of civilian
lives; it Is escalating; it is endangering in-
ternational trust—as did race riots this past
summer.

‘Where is the voice of the Christian?

As Dr. Robert McAfee Brown says in his
book: “A time comes when the lssues are
s0 momentous that not speaking is a greater
sin even than speaking wrongly. For wrong
speech can at least elicit right speech,
whereas silence implies consent to an evil
that because of the silence escapes unchal-
lenged.”

Hear then the voice of the Church! And
it is not just the pulpit of the Methodist
Temple, it is churches and synagogues across
this land. The three major religious tradi-
tlons—Catholic, Protestant, and Jewlsh—
while on many lssues we are divided, on the
issue of Vietnam we are not. As a devastat-
ing war grinds on we must take account of
the Old Testament prophets and the gospel
of Jesus of Nazareth, and be willing to face
the moral implications before it is too late.

How did the United States become involved
in Vietnam? Some highly responsible men
like Richard N. Goodwin, Senator McGovern,
and the writer, Arthur M. Schlesinger, Jr.,
agree that it was “almost by accident.” It is
nearly unbelievable. “For nine years follow-
ing 1945 we denied the people of Vietnam the
right to independence. For nine years we
financially supported the French in their
. . . effort to recolonize Vietnam. Before the
end of the war we were meeting 80% of the
French war costs.,” They were defeated at
Dien Blen Phu, but before that, the French
were despairing of thelr reckless actions. But
we encouraged them with many dollars and
military supplies to continue the war even
after they had lost the will.

Former President Elsenhower considered
sending bombers to the surrounded French.
Lyndon Johnson—then Senator—firmly re-
fused to endorse military intervention,

During the election year of 1964, even
President Johnson was saying: “We don't
want to get tled down in a land war in
Asla . . . We are not about to send Amer-
ican boys 9 or 10,000 miles away from home
to do what Asian boys should be doing for
themselves.”

But we now have the war! Our boys are
miles from home doing what Aslan boys
did not do. We didn't officially declare war,
but we are paying billlons of dollars to
continue it.

I. The fire power the Americans are exert-
ing in Vieinam is enormous, well nigh un-
bellevable. General Dayan, the now-famous
military hero of Israel, recently reported from
the scene in Vietnam that more shells were
fired in a single engagement in a single night
than in whole wars in the past. The San
Francisco Chronicle reported this startling
fact: “By December 31, 1966, the United
States had dropped a total of almost 800,000
tons of bombs on North and South Viet-
nam—more than Germany got during the
entire Second World War."

Those who saw some of those horrible ruins
from bombs in Europe will marvel at the
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fact that ruins today may be worse; and we
may be at it longer. Already we have been
waging war in Vietnam longer than America
has ever waged any war in our history! Mili-
tary experts are predicting that from 5 to 156
years may yet be needed for us to “"win”.
Will much of anything be left of that be-
nighted land?

One wonders—are we men of blocd, or men
of peace? Watch a few actual scenes from
this war on television;—Iit makes us uneasy!

II. Will we ever learn it? Force always de-
velops resistance. It isn't a military law, but
it is the way people react. Force stiffens the
will to resist. Strategic bombing has proved
in the past to be clumsy, bloody, and very
inefficient; far from breaking a people’s spirit,
it rallies them round their leaders,

It was the New York Times, In January
this year, that reported: “The morale of the
people in Hanol is clearly not being destroyed,
but solidified by the bombing."

Professor Reischauer, “a life-long specialist
in Oriental studies and former ambassador
to Japan,” points out that our increased
bombing and destruction of property is stiff-
ening the will of the Viet Cong to resist us;
it drives uninvolved people into their ranks,
rather than diminishing their power.

Didn’t many of us observe it once in our
lifetime? When the Nazis stepped up their
bombing of Britain it only strengthened the
determination and solidified the resistance.
Prime Minister Churchill called that “their
finest hour"!

To defeat communism is our policy; and we
have united the Communism world with our
bombs and power, and divided the free world!
Who in the world is for us?

II1. It’s a Different Kind of War. We have
used fiendish new weapons. Among these are
napalm and chemicals to defoliate and render
useless for harvest the soil for many years
to come. The use of napalm is commonplace.
It is a so-called “superior brand” with better
“adhesive” qualities, which means—bluntly—
that the burning white-hot jelly cannot be
scraped off the skin, nor extinguished with
water, and its burning disfigures, produces
prolonged agony, and often kills! It does
not distinguish between combat soldiers,
nursing mothers, children, and aged grand-
parents.

“If this is liberation, it is liberation for
starvation and ruin.”

It is a war in which civillan casualties are
greater than military, Napalm has made this
a dreadful fact; plus bombing of villages and
heavy jungle fire. Correspondents like Neil
Sheehan have reported far more clvilians be-
ing killed than soldiers; about half the civil-
tans killed are children; the lowest ratio
of civilian to military deaths is 3 to 1; the
highestis8to 1.

How short our memories are as a nation!
In World War II the Nazis attacked cities,
killed civillans, leveled towns to the ground
and departed destroying flelds. It was called
a “scorched earth” policy, and we were horri-
fled! We condemned both people and actions
at the Nuremberg trials.

But where is our national outrage as we
are doing precisely the same thing now iIn
Vietnam? Is it any wonder that the Secre-
tary-General of the United Nations, U Thant,
called this mismatch between United States
technology and a small undeveloped nation
“one of the ‘most barbarous' wars in his-
tory.”"?

It's a different kind of war in Vietnam.
Many of the enemy are not in uniform; it's
difficult to distinguish a Vietcong from a na-
tive. Henry Cabot Lodge, who has spent years
as our official representative in Vietnam, con-
siders the highly trained *guerrilla terror-
ist"—they number about 150,000—in the
various villages to be the “real cancer.”

We are trying to ferret them out with fire
power and napalm. We can't be certaln
whether a non-uniformed Vietnamese 1s a
Vieteong, so we hurl our napalm; we burn a
village; we defollate the flelds. We trust we
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are cremating a Vietcong—only to discover
to our dismay that we created a Vietcong! If
the native's loved ones are hurt, his home
destroyed, his livellhood shattered—why not
join the force that is fighting back against
this massive power that is claiming to lib-
erate him?!

IV. At this moment we are at an impasse.
We will not cease bombing until there is a
sign from the other side of a willingness to
negotliate, The other side indicates it will
give no sign until we stop bombing.

It was The Saturday Evening Post that
asked Secretary-General U Thant to take
steps to bring about a negotiated settlement,
and he declared immediately “the first step
would be for the U.S. to stop bombing North
Vietnam, not for a brief ‘pause’ but perma-
nently and unconditionally.”

But the Administration has ignored this,
and President Johnson has sald just this
week that he is satisfied with our present
policy. “It's worth the price”.

The President has on several occasions
questioned the loyalty of those who oppose
him, referring to them as “nervous Nellies.”
‘We have reason to be nervous. I would change
the term, however. Not “nervous Nellies”
but “Concerned Christians." Concerned over
the Increasing chorus of warning volices from
Far-Eastern experts and other nations; con-
cerned over the increasing momentum push-
ing toward an abyss; concerned over
that are uniting the Communist world while
dividing the Free World; concerned over the
ghastly cost in human life.

“Blessed are the peacemakers,’ sald Jesus,
“for they shall be called the children of
God.” Those who seek peace are not traltors.
Those who desperately seek peace in an un-
fortunate spot in the world are subject to
the “hard, clean question” in Jesus’ powerful
parable of the Last Judgment: What did you
do for those in need? Yes, we have the needy
right here in Evansville; but we have them
in a special way in Vietnam.

Dare we answer the question—Have we, in
Vietnam, created hunger by defoliating their
crops? Have we made them sick and lone-
some by killing children and civilians with
napalm and bombing their villages?

There is an old word—a Biblical word dom-
inating both Jewish and Christlan scriptures.
That word Is “Repent!” And we had better
not forget what it means! It means “Turn
around—begin again—make a fresh start.,”
It is never easy, and it is hardest of all for
the nation. But God walks with us along
a difficult and often discouraging road. God
will sustain the nation if we invoke Him;
God will judge us harshly if we continue to
ignore His ways, and will “. . . hold us ac-
countable for the horror we continue to un-
leash."”

Many—far too many—young Americans
have died in Vietnam. Let us work and pray
that they shall not have died in vain, And
they shall not if we are big enough as a na-
tion to admit our mistakes and to know that
there is more honor in self-correction than
in “saving face.”

V. What are the alternatives? One ls to
win the war as quickly as possible, escalate
rapidly, and use nuclear warheads if neces-
sary. The destruction and loss of life among
the enemy would be iImmense, and we could
concelvably ignite World War III,

Another alternative is to withdraw; “tuck
tail and run,” as President Johnson has de-
scribed it. But this is not feasible. It would
imply that a weak nation had defeated a
strong nation, It would imply that thousands
of young American lives had been given in
vain. It would be an open invitation to Com-
munism to go elsewhere and do likewlse.

If these are the only alternatives there
seems to be no other course but to continue
as we are. But suppose there is yet a third
possibllity—long and torturous, not easy, for
history does not present us with easy cholces?
We can seek now for a negotiated peace. It is
not withdrawing our forces and our voice.
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It is “remaining in strength” by withdrawing
to key defensive points and halting our
bombing in the North. It is "quieting the
war.” Let us walt for Ho Chi Minh to come to
the conference table. It is sitting down with
every combatant in the war; that includes
the Vietcong. This is a policy stubbornly
opposed by President Johnson,

It is amazing at times how some events
happen “colncidentally.” In July, I read the
powerful book, Vietnam.: Crisis of Con-
science, and determined to preach a sermon
on this critieal subject on the first Sunday
the student body had returned to the Uni-
versity of Evansville. Now—coincidentally—
highly respected and influential religious
leaders of Judaism, Protestantism, and Ca-
thollclsm have, meanwhile, put out a clarion
call for a million signatures of church people
in America to a petition to be signed on a
Sunday or Sabbath in September and for-
warded to a convocation early in October of
business, labor, civic, political, and religious
leaders in Washington, D.C. This position
will be handed to Senators, Representatives,
and administration officlals. The movement
is known as “Negotlation Now!"” The petition
supports U Thant and the United Nations in
new negotiations, calls for the halting of our
nation’s bombing of North Vietnam and the
taking of further initiative leading to truce.
It asks that North Vietnam and the National
Liberation Front respond affirmatively to our
initiative leading to a standstill ceasefire. It
asks that South Vietnam respect and join in
these steps.

Peace without victory! Peace without fur-
ther bloodshed and destruction! Putting an
end to war—is there anything more Chris-
tian? Being mindful of the words of the late
John F. Eennedy, speaking before the United
Nations, “Mankind must put an end to war
or war will put an end to mankind,” let us
Christians do something besides wringing our
hands and murmuring “how awful."” We can
do something to assist the power and influ-
ence of the Church and Synagogue. We can
be the body of Christ, even though we take
our licks and are broken and bruised . . .

After a cross, that “body” may rise again,
as it happened that first Easter!

THE UNIVERSITY OF RHODE IS-
LAND'S FIRST COMMERCIAL FISH~
ERIES SCHOOL, OCTOBER 19, 1967

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, in two areas
today the United States has fallen
steadily in its world ranking. I am think-
ing particularly of offshore fisheries and
the merchant marine.

I am happy to say that in Rhode Is-
land, the University of Rhode Island at
Kingston is host fo a new program which
should help to reverse the trend of na-
tional weakness in the field of fisheries.
At URI a 2-year program has just been
opened to train men for a life in com-
mercial fishing.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con=-
sent that an article entitled “URI
Fisheries College Unique in Nation,”
published in the Westerly, R.I, Sun of
October 4, 1967, be printed in the REcorb.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

URI FisHERIES COLLEGE UNIQUE IN NATION

Twenty-five young men have started classes
in the first college curriculum of its kind in
the country—a two-year program at the Uni-
versity of Rhode Island to train men for
the commercial fisheries.

Members of the first class are mostly recent
high school graduates, but include a few
men in their 30's. The students come from
as far away as Alaska, Callfornia and Puerto
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Rico, although most are from the northeast-
ern states. Thirteen are from Rhode Island.

The curriculum combines classroom theory
in subjects such as physics, marine tech-
nology, fishery hydrography and marketing,
and sea-borne experience aboard a training
vessel and trawlers at nearby Point Judith in
subjects such as navigation and fishing gear.
Graduates will recelve an assoclate in sci-
ence degree.

The curriculum has been designed to glve
the best possible education to potential cap-
tains and mates of the fishing fleet, and to
individuals who wish to work in related
marine industries such as processing and
marketing.

Operated through a department of fish-
erles and marine technology in the Univer-
sity of Rhode Island's College of Agriculture,
the program is headed by a 33-year-old
British-born naval architect, Dr. John C.
Sainsbury. He was chalrman of the depart-
ment of naval architecture and shipbullding
at the College of Fisheries in St. John's, New-
foundland, before coming to Rhode Island
to direct the new program.

“Many of the students here come from a
fishing background,” Dr. Sainsbury sald,
“while others are from families with no his-
tory in the sea or fishing., They share with-
out exception, however, an intense interest
and belief in the commercial fisherles and
its future, and are all entering wholeheart-
edly into what is a very time-consuming
schedule for a university program.”

The students must take six hours of
classes and laboratories every weekday ex-
cept Friday afternoon, in addition to studies
that must be done on their own outside
those hours.

A 47-foot former oceanographic research
vessel, the Gall Ann, is being converted for
fisherles training. When it is put back in the
water, the students will alternate taking
work trips at sea. They are also required to
work aboard a variety of commercial fishing
vessels during the summer after their first
year.

A building at the former Photek plant in
nearby West Kingston is being used for lab-
oratories in seamanship, nets and fishing
gear technology, navigation, vessel engi-
neering and electronics until a new facility
can be built in the Point Judith fishing port
area.

Dr, Salnsbury sald interest in the program
is increasing and that inguiries are already
being received from young people inside and
outside the United States for the 40 places
that will be available in the entering class
next year.

Thirteen of the students in the first class
are Rhode Islanders, including Paul 8.
Schauer of 10 West Beach Street, Westerly;
Gary A. Brooks, Edward A. Conley and Mar-
shall Rose of Block Island and Dennis W.
Webster and Robert B. Westcott.

One of the two students from Connecticut
is Bohdan Mutz of North Stonington.

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further morning business? If not, morn-
ing business is concluded.

CONTINUING APPROPRIATIONS,
1968

Mr. LONG of Louisiana, Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the un-
finished business be laid before the Sen-
ate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the Chair lays before the Sen-
ate the unfinished business, which will
be stated by title.

The LecisLATIVE CLERK. A joint resolu-
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tion (H.J. Res. 888) making appropria-
tions for the fiscal year 1968, and for
other purposes.

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the joint resolution.

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, House
Joint Resolution 888, as reported to the
Senate, provides continuing authority
until November 15, 1967, rather than the
date of November 23, 1967, as provided
in the resolution as it passed the House.

This resolution is necessary to provide
authority in those cases where the appro-
priation bills have not been enacted into
law. As of today, six of the regular an-
nual appropriation bills have been sent
to the White House for signature. There
are five appropriation bills in conference,
or the conferences have been concluded
but the conference reports have not been
agreed to in both Houses.

There is one appropriation bill in the
Senate Committee on Appropriations—
the District of Columbia appropriation
bill. The committee has been holding on
this bill pending enactment into law of
the new revenue act for the Distriet. It
is difficult to attempt to make decisions
on how much should be appropriated un-
til the committee has received firm es-
timates on the revenue for the District
of Columbia.

One bill is on the House Calendar—
;he military construction appropriation

ill.

The remaining two appropriation
bills—the foreign assistance appropria-
tion bill and the supplemental appro-
priation bill—are pending in the House
Committee on Appropriations awaiting
authorizing legislation—principally the
poverty program in the case of the sup-
plemental and, of course, the foreign
asistance authorization in the other in-
stance,

The committee has expressed the hope
that action can be completed on all of
these appropriation bills by November
15, in which event further amendment
to the continuing resolution would be
unnecessary.

The resolution, as referred to the Sen-
ate committee, contained several provi-
sions unrelated to a continuing resolu-
tion, which have been stricken by the
committee. These provisions were de-
signed to effect economies in Federal ex-
penditures by blind, across-the-board
reductions.

While the appropriations process may
not be perfect, nevertheless, it has
evolved over a period of many years and
affords the most logical method of pro-
viding funds for Government operations.

The delay in the appropriation bills is
undesirable. However, in most instances,
this delay results from the fact that it
is necessary, under the rules of the two
bodies, for authorizing legislation to be
enacted into law prior to making the
appropriation.

All of the appropriation bills have been
reported to the House by the House Com-
mittee on Appropriations except the
foreign assistance appropriation bill and
the supplemental appropriation bill.
Since there is, as of today, still no foreign
assistance authorization, it is not within
the rules to report the bill. This is also
true of the supplemental bill, especially
in regard to the poverty program.
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There is no better process that I know
of than to have these appropriation bills
considered by the committee in the House
and then on the floor of the House; by
the committee in the Senate and then on
the floor of the Senate; and then to re-
solve any differences in conference.

General provisions designed to effect
economies by blind, overall, across-the-
board reductions are bound to be inequi-
table, inefficient, and it is impossible to
access their results at the time they are
being considered.

According to the Director of the Bu-
reau of the Budget, in one agency alone—
the Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare—the provision adopted on
the floor of the House of Representatives
would result in an appropriation reduc-
tion of $25 billion. This figure was cal-
culated by the Bureau of the Budget be-
cause the provision in the resolution
would cut $1.1 billion in expenditures in
fiscal year 1968.

To reduce $1.1 billion in expenditures
in a single fiscal year would mean a much
larger reduction in obligations, grants, or
contracts, and it is estimated that to se-
cure $1.1 billion in expenditure reduc-
tions would require about $2 to $2% bil-
lion reductions in obligations—a cut
from $2 to $2'% billion—a cut ranging
from 28 to 33 percent. I cannot believe
that the House of Representatives was
aware of this at the time ‘the provision
was voted.

The Department of Housing and Ur-
ban Development would be required to
make a $500 million expenditure reduec-
tion and such a reduction would require
a very large proportionate cut in new
contracts, mortgage purchases, sewer,
water, and open space programs, and the
like, because, again, to get a $500 million
expenditure reduction, one would have
to make a much larger reduction in com-
mitments and contracts.

For the farm programs under the De-
patment of Agriculture, a $400 million
reduction in expenditures would be re-
quired.

The committee was also advised that
many agencies would be required to in-
troduce reductions in force. These reduc-
tions would have to be concentrated in
the last 7 months of the fiscal year be-
cause one-third of the fiscal year has ex-
pired. Severance pay and terminal leave
would have to be taken into considera-
tion, as well as 30 days’ advance notice
to affected employees—which would
mean that in some agencies personnel
to the extent of perhaps 20 percent would
be removed from the payrolls.

I do not believe there was any such in-
tention on the part of the House of
Representatives in passing the resolu-
tion referred to.

The Director of the Bureau of the
Budget estimated that the reductions in
expenditures in fiscal year 1968, under
the resolution as it passed the House,
would amount to approximately $7
billion,

I ask unanimous consent to include
at this point in the Recorp a list of the
agencies where the approximately $7
billion will be found.

There being no objection, the list was
ordered to be printed in the Recorp, as
follows:
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House Joint Resolution 888—Estimated re-
duction effected by resolution as passed
House

1968
erpenditures
Defehge ciusoslo 4 gl oo . $2, 500, 000, 000
Health, Education, and Wel-

4y S e 1, 100, 000, 000
Agriculfure/LdilalisUoJio L 400, 000, 000
Commeree .ulei2ull b2 250, 000, 000
Housing and Urban Develop-

b7 s T | N L VL 500, 000, 000
Public " Warksl . 2 o isucs 40, 000, 000
Tnvarice. 000 Ul 8L ooy 150, 000, 000
I R e e e e 45, 000, 000
DaBoedaliueil Turoald. UG 20, 000, 000
oyt as IR ) LT VR TER BT 10, 000, 000
Transportation --ceeeeeee-- 75, 000, 000
Agency for International De-

velopment .. _ _aecamo-i- 140, 000, 000
Atomic Energy Commission_ 120, 000, 000
General Services Administra-

- T L SR PR R S T S 30, 000, 000
Office of Economic Opportu-

[ BT S e R v E i s B b 400, 000, 000
Veterans' Administration ___ 180, 000, 000
PRy Ralmpit USl  Unluo il 600, 000, 000
Small Business Administra-

i e Ly A e RNl k1 200, 000, 000
National Secience Founda-

Hom UB Fruieni g Souiy s 60, 000, 000

TOBRE U AU et Sl 6, 821, 000, 000

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, if it is
necessary to reduce expenditures at this
time, before the Congress adjourns, I
recommend that the Committees on Ap-
propriations of the two Houses under-
take an examination of the bills which
have been signed into law, and the bills
which will be sent to the White House
soon—and if the amounts are found to
be excessive that a rescission bill be con-
sidered in the two Houses.

Any attempt to effect economies by a
blind, across-the-board general provi-
sion is impracticable.

I urge that the committee amendments
be agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The first
committee amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

On page 1, line 5, after the word “thereof”,
strike out “November 23, 1967" and insert
“November 15, 1967"":

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the first commit-
tee amendment.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana, Mr. President,
I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will ecall the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. The ac-
tion of the Committee on Appropriations
in reporting House Joint Resolution 888
as strictly a continuing resolution until
November 15 represents a clear declara-
tion that Congress, not the executive
branch, still wields the power of the
purse. The appropriations process is the
tried and true method by which Con-
gress exercises this power. This continu-
ing resolution will enable all of the Fed-
eral Departments and agencies to pay
their bills for the next three weeks. In

CXIII—187T7—Part 22

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

the meantime, the Appropriations Com-
mittee will have an opportunity to con-
sider deliberately each authorized pro-
gram contained in the remaining appro-
priation bills. It will scrutinize each dol-
lar contained in the budget estimates
for those agencies. It will use to the
fullest the collective experience and judg-
ment of its members to cut out every
ounce of fat, to scrap every nonessential,
This is the way to effect savings, with
rational, informed judgment.

The House-passed resolution, on the
other hand, substitutes a meat ax for the
finely honed scalpel, abdicates the tradi-
tional right and duty of the Congress to
consider each and every appropriation
request on its merits, deals a crippling
blow to many vital Federal programs.

Why a crippling blow? On the surface,
holding spending to the 1967 level, with
certain exceptions, does not seem too bad.
But let us look further, The effect of the
House resolution is to cut about $7 billion
from 1968 spending. But since expendi-
tures always lag behind appropriations,
and since the fiscal year is already nearly
one-third over, this $7 billion cut in ex-
penditures would mean a $14 or $15 bil-
lion reduction in obligations—the best
measure of the level of Federal programs
in a particular time period.

That is not all. As the Budget Director
spelled out in detail for the Appropria-
tions Committee, this $14 or $15 billion
reduction must come largely from that
relatively thin slice of the Federal budget
which is not already locked in. When na-
tional defense, interest on the public
debt, veterans’ pensions, price support
pavments, and other obligations fixed by
law are taken out, $38 billion is left from
which to cut. Taking $14 or $15 billion
away from this $38 billion amounts to
cutting almost 40 percent from every
single controllable program. The Budget
Director listed 75 of these programs for
us, and that was not a complete list. The
list ran all the way from grants for edu-
cational activities to the Federal Bureau
of Investigation.

The House-passed resolution would
wreck many of our most vital programs.
It has wisely been rejected by the Senate
Committee on Appropriations.

My very good friend, the distinguished
Senator from South Dakota [Mr.
Munpt], has stated his intention to call
up an amendment to the continuing
resolution in the Senate today. His
amendment would reduce, by 5 percent,
every appropriation item not related to
national defense, except for those de-
termined by the Budget Director to be
beyond administrative control. The
amendment would also give the Presi-
dent blanket authority to transfer money
around among the agencies so long as no
line-item appropriation was increased
above the amount provided in the Ap-
propriation Act.

To be sure, the Mundt amendment is
an improvement over the House-passed
resolution. The Mundt amendment
would cut about $1 billion in expendi-
tures in the fiscal year 1968 instead of
$7 billion, as would be provided by the
House-passed resolution. But the real
price of this $1 billion in savings is very
high. A vote for the Mundt amendment
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is a vote for the meat axe approach—
even though the axe has a smaller blade;
a vote for the principle that the Presi-
dent and the Budget Director—not Con=
gress—should wield the power of the
purse in the U.S. Government; a vote
against the combined wisdom and judg-
ment of the members of the Appropria-
tions Committee, In effect, the amend-
ment says, “No matter what recom-
mendations you make to the Senate on
appropriations bills, you are 5 percent
wrong.”

We cannot even foresee the impact of
this amendment. The President is not
allowed to increase any appropriation
above the amount we include in the law,
but he can surely reduce some of them
by much more than 5 percent, by 10 per-
cent, or even by 100 percent, if he so
wishes.

For example: Suppose he determines
that aviation safety activities cannot be
cut without endangering airline passen-
gers. He can take it out of the school
lunch program instead; suppose he de-
termines that the Internal Revenue
Service and the Customs Bureau cannot
be cut without losing a much greater
amount of Federal revenues. He can take
it out of impacted area school aid in-
stead; suppose he determines that vet-
erans’ medical programs cannot be cuf
without decreasing the quality of patient
care. He can take it out of the Corps of
Engineers and the Bureau of Reclama-
tion instead; suppose he determines that
the Post Office cannot be cut without
delaying the mall. He can take it out of
the food stamp program or the FBI
Instead.

Can we really stand here today and
say to the American people: “The Senate
of the United States hereby declares that
it wants no part in making these deci-
slons—decisions affecting every citizen”?
I do not think so. I feel that it is our
responsibility to defermine where the
cuts should be made and that we should
not, in the words of the distinguished
senior Senator from Rhode Island [Mr.
Pastore], put the cat on the President's
back.
~ And what does this amendment say
to the members of the Committee on
Appropriations? Does it say: “Now, you
gentlemen are to go back and deliberate
for the next 3 weeks on the remaining
appropriations bills. You are to bring
to bear the wisdom and informed jude-
ment which you have acquired over the
years. And when you're all done and have
made a decision on each line item, you're
to add 5 percent to every one, so that
when it’s taken back out again by the
President, your judgment will be vindi-
cated.”

No one in this body is more interested
in economy and efficiency in Govern-
ment than I am. I have the utmost re-
spect and sympathy for the sentiments
which prompted this amendment. But I
submit that the way to make savings in
the budget is not to flail away with a
meat ax—with results that no Senator
in this body can even venture to pre-
dict. The way to save money is by using
the tried and true appropriations process.

So, I hope that Senators will vote
down this amendment, and any other
similar amendments. Let us vote for a
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straight, clean, continuing resolution
until November 15. During the next 3
weeks, let Congress work its will, let the
Senate Appropriations Committee work
its will on the remaining appropriation
bills, saving every penny where we can
justifiably and wisely save pennies.

Let it not be said that today, or tomor-
row—whichever it may be—the Senate
passed the buck, or that the Senate voted
away its birthright—the cherished power
of the purse.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, will
the Senator from West Virginia yield?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia, I yield.

Mr. ELLENDER. I wish to say that I
am in thorough agreement with what
the distinguished Senator from West
Virginia has just said. I may add that
this morning we were in conference on
the public works bill and the Senate saw
fit to cut back a little over 10 percent on
all the projects by way of slippages.
Now, to add another 5 percent, there is
no doubt that the work now in progress
on all the dams and rivers and harbors
programs would suffer considerably.

I would much prefer leaving this in
the hands of the Congress than to let
somebody in the departments do the
cutting. What that amounts to, in real-
ity, is granting to the Executive the
right to the item veto. Congress has al-
ways refused to grant this authority, and
with very good reason. No other single
act would transfer to the Executive so
much additional power at one fell swoop.

The continuing resolution sent to the
Senate by the House was very difficult of
interpretation, to say the least. No one
could predict what effect its provisions
would have on the workings of our Gov-
ernment, In large part, this was because
the difficult decisions were transferred
from the legislative branch to the ex-
ecutive.

Another effect of the resolution was to
wipe away all the work already per-
formed by the Appropriations Commit-
tees of the House and Senate. In effect,
its adoption would make unnecessary all
of the work that must yet be done on the
bills still remaining, Perhaps others are
willing to see this slate wiped clean so
that the blanks can be filled in by the
clerks of the executive branch. I, for
one, am not.

The responsibility lies with the Con-
gress and its committees. Reductions
should be recommended by the commit-
tees on a selective basis, as has already
been the case with every appropriations
bill to pass the Congress this year. To at-
tempt to lodge this responsibility any-
where else would be to allow and invite
an infringement on the prerogative of
Congress.

In my view, too much infringement of
these prerogatives has already taken
place.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia, Mr, Presi-
dent, I thank the distinguished senior
Senator from Louisiana for his very help-
ful statement. I want to congratulate
him, as chairman of the Public Works
Appropriations Subcommittee, for the
very fine work he does, consistently, every
year, year in and year out, scrutinizing
most meticulously the budget requests
and the requests submitted to his com-
mittee by Members of this body, the other
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body, and outside witnesses. He does &
fine job, as do all the other members
who work with him in that committee.
He has done a fine job this year in the
conference.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on the adoption of the first com-
mittee amendment.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia, Mr. Presi-
dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives by Mr. Hackney, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the House
had passed the following bills, in which
it requested the concurrence of the Sen-
ate:

H.R. 10442, An act to facilitate exchanges
of land under the act of March 20, 1922 (42
Stat. 465), for use for publie schools, and for
other purposes; and

HR. 11627. An act to amend the act of
June 16, 1948, to authorize the State of
Maryland, by and through its State roads
commission or the successors of sald commis-
sion, to construct, maintain, and operate cer-
tain additional bridges and tunnels in the
State of Maryland.

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

The message also announced that the
Speaker had affixed his signature to the
enrolled bill (H.R. 11767) to authorize the
Secretary of the Navy to adjust the leg-
islative jurisdiction exercised by the
United States over lands comprising the
U S. Naval Station, Long Beach, Calif.

HOUSE BILLS REFERRED

The following bills were each read
twice by their titles and referred, as in-
dicated:

H.R. 10442. An act to facllitate exchanges
of land under the act of March 20, 1922 (42
Stat. 465), for use for public schools, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry; and

H.R. 11627. An act to amend the act of
June 16, 1948, to authorize the State of Mary-
land, by and through its State roads com-
mission or the successors of sald commission,
to construct, maintain, and operate certain
additional bridges and tunnels in the State
of Maryland; to the Committee on Public
‘Works.

ADDRESS DELIVERED BY SENATOR
BYRD OF WEST VIRGINIA AT
DEDICATION OF LEETOWN, W. VA,
FISH HATCHERY

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-,
dent, on last Saturday I delivered an
address at the ceremony marking the
opening of the Leetown, W. Va., Fish
Hatchery.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed at this point in the REcorp my
address on that occasion.

There being no objection, the address
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was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

REMARKS BY U.S, SENATOR ROBERT C. BYRD,
AT THE LEETOWN F1sH HATCHERY

My friends, it is always a pleasure to take
part in the dedication of a new federal
facility.

And this particular dedication gives me
great pleasure because this complex of fa-
cilities is more than just a place where fish
are hatched and reared.

Rather, it is a complex which represents
the latest advances in the fleld of fish
husbandry.

It combines well planned production fa-
cilities with an internationally respected re-
search center.

But before I go into further detail about
this particular center I should like to present
a little bit of background about our national
fish hatchery system and its importance.

Since its inception in the late 19th century
our fish hatchery system has increased in
numbers, in productive capacity and in the
quality of fish grown.

Today there are some 100 federal fish
hatcheries which are supplemented by about
500 state-run hatcheries.

There has been a greatly increased interest
in all types of outdoor recreation during the
years since World War II and fishing—along
with all other outdoor sports—has burgeoned
apace.

The recent National Survey of Fishing
and Hunting gives us some indication of the
size of this increase. It states that some 33
million Americans participated In these
sports during 1965 and, in so doing, spent
some $4 billion.

Without the help of our federal and state
hatcheries, mother nature would be hard
pressed to meet the need for more and more
fish.

As an example of the tremendous growth
of sport fishing in recent years, let me cite
as an example the experience of our own state
of West Virginia.

West Virginla's waters are stocked with
fish produced both naturally and from State
and Federal Hatcheries. Almost 450,000
pounds of fish, mostly trout, were planted
by state and federal officlals.

About half of these fish—225,000 pounds—
were produced right here at Leetown, at the
Bowden Hatchery near Elkins, and at the
White Sulphur Springs Hatchery in Green-
brier County.

And great though this volume of fish may
seem, the federal allocation of fish for West
Virginia waters is three times greater today
than it was four years ago in 10963,

So, as one can see, these hatcherles play
a tremendous role in keeplng our state's
anglers happy and their catches bountiful.

Now, I would like to tell you a little more
about this particular hatchery. It is a fine
one indeed.

If you look into the water In the race-
ways, you will be able to see a number of
species of trout. And near where we are
standing, there are a number of large ponds
that produce other fish such as bass and
sunfish.

These fish are grown in the newly con-
structed hatchery bullding, This structure
incorporates all the latest developments in
fish husbandry, and its staff is able to pro-
duce the highest quality fish under the most
carefully controlled conditions.

The fish begin life as eggs, spawned in
other hatcheries which maintain specially
selected brood fish., These eggs are placed in
special tanks until they hatch into tiny, help-
less, near invisible, fry.

These small fish are then carefully nur-
tured. They are fed a nutritionally balanced
diet, and when they are large enough to live
outside, they are moved to one of the large
raceways for further growth.

When they have reached a sufficlent age
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and size best suited to survive in the wild,
they are released into the state's streams and
lakes.

From there, well, that’s up to the anglers
to determine—whether these fish become a
fish dinner or, instead, perhaps the dinner
of some other fish,

But the Leetown Hatchery does more than
Jjust to produce and rear fish. Its interna-
tionally known Eastern Fish Disease Labora-
tory has provided much of the information
available to sclentists on fish diseases.

Experts in the diagnosls and treatment of
the ilinesses that plague fish have been
trained here for service throughout the U.S.
and the world.

As an example of Its work, last July the
Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife pro-
posed a new regulation designed to prevent
the importation and spread of two partie-
ularly dangerous trout diseases. Although the
initial responsibility for examining these fish
will reside in the country of origin, we must
have facilities and people to run spot checks
to see that the regulation is enforced.

As a further example of its work, many
states will soon enact regulations requiring
inspection and certification of interstate
transfers of fish or fish eggs. The Federal
Government must be prepared to assist the
Bureau in performing this vital function.
Personnel here at Leetown will probably be
called upon to play a major role in this
regard.

Other activities are also carried on at the
Laboratory. The Bureau of Sport Fisheries
and Wildlife uses this hatchery as a base of
operations for a number of its in-service
training schools where Bureau employees,
persons from state conservation agencies,
and personnel of forelgn governments can
be trained in modern fish growing methods.

This is important because sport fishing in

West Virginia and across the nation is not

only fun; it is also big business. According
to the National Fishing and Hunting Survey
I mentioned earlier some $4 billion was
spent in the pursuit of these sports. This
money generally goes to those areas where
good fishing, or good hunting, is found.

In the days ahead, even more fishermen
will be participating in this great outdoor
pursuit, and, as their numbers increase, our
waters must of necessity, be managed to
provide the necessary fish,

I am sure that our National Hatchery sys-
tem In general, and the Leetown Fish
Hatchery in particular, will do their part to
see that these demands are met.

CONTINUING APPROPRIATIONS,
1968

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 888)
meking continuing appropriations for
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the fiscal year 1968, and for other pur-
poses.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr, Presi-
dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr, BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BYRrD
of Virginia in the chair). Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I call up
my amendment which is at the desk, and
I ask that it be read.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The first
committee amendment has not been
agreed to yet.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware.
President——

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, has the
committee amendment been acted upon?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It has not
been acted upon.

Mr. HOLLAND. I know of no debate
on the committee amendment that would
change the date.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I have
no objection to changing the date but I
would like to make a brief statement first
in connection with the entire problem.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator may proceed.

Mr,

THE CHAOTIC FINANCIAL SITUA-
TION OF THE UNITED STATES

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, two major problems confront
our country: First, the war in Vietnam;
and, second, the mounting deficit and

the resulting inflation, as evidenced by

the rising cost of living and the highest
interest rates since Reconstruction days
in 1870.

S0 much has been said about the first
problem, the war in Vietnam, by the vari-
ous experts that I know of nothing I can
add which would help the situation. I
shall therefore pass over this subject
with just one comment: With a half mil-
lion men in the war zone, we have no
choice except to back them with all our
resources, and as one Member of the
Senate, I shall continue to give them that
support.

Today I shall confine my remarks to a
discussion of the chaotic financial situa-
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tion in which we find ourselves, I refer
to our fiscal situation as being nearly
chaotic because never before in the his-
tory of our country has there been so
much confusion both at the executive
and at the legislative levels as to what is
happening or what should be done.

For the past several months, both the
White House and Congress have been
advocating a reduction in Government
spending; but both the executive and the
legislative branches have been approving
new programs, expanding old ones, and
voting for ever-increased expenditures.
And yet no one has faced up to the prob-
lem of what this will mean in ultimate
inflation and higher taxes.

First I shall review the spending record
of the Senate.

Since January 1, 1967, the Senate has
acted on 13 appropriation bills,

As passed by the House these appro-
priation bills call for total appropriations
of $134,881,670,839. As passed by the Sen-
ate these same bills contained appropria-
tions totaling $138,936,819,459, or an
increase of $4,055,148,620 over that
originally approved by the House.

These same 13 appropriation bills con-
tained appropriations of $3,175,648,998
over the amount allowed for the same
agencies in fiscal 1967.

During the consideration of these bills
21 efforts were made to reduce these ap-
propriations. Every effort to reduce them
was defeated on rollcall votes in the
Senate.

Had these 21 efforts been successful
they would have resulted in lowering the
overall appropriations under these 30
bills by $4,467,177,919.

It is true that some items had been
reduced by the Senate committee before
reporting the bills to the Senate, but it
is ironic to note that the only amend-
ments to any of these appropriation
bills which were approved by the Senate
were amendments which added to the
cost of the bills.

At this point I ask unanimous consent
that there be printed in the Recorp a
chart of these appropriation bills along
with the amount of each as it passed the
House, the amount as it passed the Sen-
ate, and the corresponding increases or
decreases as compared to the 1967 appro-
priations.

There being no objection, the chart
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

Senate increase (4-) or nmount 1967 ap pria.
Date Bin Amount in House Amount in Senate decrease (—) over House tion, i ncrme or de-
Mar. 17 H.R. 7123, supplemental Defense. . S Mt ST W $12, 196, 520, 000 $12, 275, 870, 000 ST S0 000! 11k [ SRS Y el
May 19 H.R. 7501 Treasury, Post Office Executive Office. : 7,499, 230, 000 , 555, 167, 000 -+-55, 937, 000 -4-$459, 108, 865
May 16 H.R. 9029, Interior. 1, 365, 310, 150 , 399, 242, 050 +33, 931, 500 +-66, 083, 250
May 17 H.R. 9481, 2d supplemental ............ 2,041, 826,133 2,260,246, 933 21N W00 USSR GEE N g
Aug. 29 H.R. 9960, Independent Offices and HUD. . 9,985, 878, 782 10, 431, 460, 900 +445,582, 118 4880, 461, 600
(1P art. ce ) N s = 881, 000, 000 3,235, 000, 000 -+2, 354, 000, D00 +1, 555, 000, 000
Aug. 1 H.R.10196, Labor and HEW_____ ... 13,137, 488, 000 13, 409, 835, 000 4272, 347, 000 393, 270, 800
Sept. 26 H.R. 10345, State, Justice, Commerce 2,194, 026, 500 2,185,870, 500 —8,156, 000 452,782, 300
(lPa Ry e 150, 000, 000 TA0000: 0000 .~ e e ~1700, 000, 000
June 29 H.R. 10368, Legislative branch. . 228, 089, 952 273, 662, 404 +-45, 572, 452 3, 159, 461
July 11 HR. 10509 nlgr!culmre ................................................. 13,370, 580, 950 13,797, 673,400 1427, 092, 450 14332, 101, 950
(Part. sales). ... > 800, 000, 000 700, 000, 000 —100, 000, 000 , 000, 000
Aug. 4 HR. 10738, De\'ense e < 70, 295, 200, 000 , 156, 420, 000 —138, 780, 000 —173, 202
Sept. 28 'H.R. 11456, Transportation. ........._.... it 1,530, 198, 372 1,651,407, 272 +121, 208, 900 —69,910, 228
Saft. 28 H.R. 11641, Pl.lblli: works and Atomic Energy_. J 4,622,922, 000 , 776, 064, 000 +153, 142, 000 , 893,
R R T i i e s B R A S B ST 4,583, 400, 000 4,678, 900, 000 -+ 506,01]] —289, 100, 000
Jotakcct st Saiea antisnlad = 134, 881,670, 839 138, 936, 819, 458 -4, 055, 148, 620 -3, 175, 648, 998

1Restoration of capital by CCC not included.
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Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr, Pres-
ident, following this, I ask unanimous
consent that there be printed a statis-
tical breakdown of the numerous amend-
ments, including dates, vote numbers,

RECORD VOTES ON REDUCTIONS IN 1968 APPROPRIATIONS
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and so forth, which dealt with efforts to
reduce the amount of these appropria-
tions. This list does not include amend-
ments offered fo authorization hills.

There being no objection, the tabula-
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tion was ordered to be printed in the
REecorbp, as follows:

Vote Date,

Amount of Vote Date, Amount of
No. 1967  Vote  reduction No. 1967  Vote ' ' reduction
or increasa or increase
H.R. 10509, Asm:ulhlre (Williams), limit subsidy H.R. 9960, independent offices and HUD (committee), 194 Sept. 20 62-28  $300, 000,000
payrnanis PR IRR00. b e bl o au 129 July 13  14-76 = $329,174,519 increase model cities funds. d
Agncu'.lure Smlliams) reduce from H.R. 9960, independent offices and HUD (Harris),
$22!3 mu new AGP authority_ . 130 [.do... 10-82 100, 000, 000 increase funds for National Science Foundation. .. 197 ..do... 63-25 46, 000, 000
H.R. 10196, Labar HEW (Williams motion), recom- % , independent offices and HUD (committee),
mit bill to reduce 5 percent__.___ 144 Aug. 2 1964 675,000,000 increase authorization for sale of HUD part. cert_ _ 198 Sept. 21 57-30 1,804,000, 000
H.R. 10738, Defense Kenned Massachusetts), re- H.R. 9960, independent offices and HUD(committee)
duce from $482, bUDUU rifle practice increase funds for HUD part. cert. insufficiencies. 199 _.do... 54-32 19, 115, 000
funds.. 170 Aug. 22 23-67 228,000 | H.R. 11456, l‘ranspo:talion Proxmire), reduce super-
H.R. 9950 mdependent offices and HUD Youns sonic t raus_lp T gt SO e SR Bt o 283 Oct. 5 19-54 141,375,000
Ohio), reduce civil defense funds b L‘( 188 Sept. 19 32-55 20,000, 000 | H.R. 11456, ranspnrtation (Williams), reduce FAA
H.R. 9960, |ndepebndant offices atndl: D¢ lt":lmsi squt g;:t hl'\ln:;('(_ﬁ_h""WfI.amj'"éEI"' 284 .do... 2-68 37, 000, 000
cut blic building construction funds roxmire-Williams), reduce
10%"200 : Y 189 ..do... 27-57 21,036, 200 funds for several programs . 286 Oct. 6 30-36 100,500, 000
H.R. 9980, 'independent offices and HUD (committee), 191 ..do... 63-23 16,130,000 | H.R. 12474, NASn ( rlilams), “reduce funds for
increase funds for Federal office building con- Voyager proj ket s ERRSIRIEY (A eir 287 ..do... '31-34 26, 000, 000
struction. H.R. 11641, pu ic worlts {Williams), reduce general
H.R. 9960, independent offices and HUD (committee), 192 ' _.do..:7 56<31 550, 000, 000 ns!ruct 289 Oct. 9 12-61 18, 516, 000
increase authorization for sale of VA part. cert. H.R. 11641, auhh: wurks ‘(Williams motion), recom-
H.R. 9960, independent nfﬁhcgg :ndl:l;JD*liummittes) 193" ..do... 60-23 15, 000, 000 . anl;gﬁ oo }. iice CWiliamey, wiiming ARATE 290 Oct. 10 27-54 247,808,200
rease grants for nei rhood facilities, @, Justice (Williams), eliminate
g ) . T A oy emyr S pe . mcll lidaiil oy 295 Oct. 11 37-54 295, 000,

Mr. WILLTAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres-
ident, the above chart shows the over-
whelming margin by which these efforts
to reduce appropriations were rejected.
An argument can be made that the par-
ticular amendments referred to in this
report were not the best way in which to
achieve reductions in expenditures; how-
ever, in answer to that argument I point
out that these were the only efforts made
to reduce these appropriations and
therefore we can proceed on the assump-
tion that at least no one in the Senate
knew of a better plan or procedure.

I mention this record, which shows
that the Senate has consistently in-
creased the appropriations above those
originally approved by the House, to il-
lustrate that we in the Senate cannot
dodge our responsibility for the ever-
expanding deficits which are now con-
fronting our Govarnment,

However, lest there be any misunder-
standing that I am placing the sole re-
sponsibility for this high rate of spend-
ing on the Senate, I point out that the
White House had the veto power to stop
these expenditures and did not use it.
The President and his political party
have control of both the House and the
Senate. Almost daily the White House
has been sending to the Congress its rec-
ommendations for new programs and for
increased expenditures under old pro-
grams, and until the last few weeks the
White House has displayed very little,
if any, concern for the tremendous defi-
cits it has consistently piled up for the
past 5 years. Not only has the adminis-
tration been encouraging the expansion
of these new spending schemes which
were initiated by its Great Society bu-
reaucracy, but the White House has
consistently been urging substantially
increased expenditures on its own initi-
ative.

For example, the House of Represent-
atives passed H.R. 12080, the bill which
provided over $3 billion in additional
annual benefits to those living on social
security and welfare, Within a few hours
after House approval of this bill the
administration’s representative, Secre-
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tary Gardner, was denouncing it as in-
adequate, and when he testified before
the Senate Finance Committee he pre-
sented the administration’s recommen-
dation asking that $3%; billion more be
added to the House-passed bill.

To pay for the $314 billion additional
benefits the administration recommended
a social security tax increase of only $200
million during the calendar year 1968.
Under the President’s plan the increased
taxes necessary to finance these addi-
tional benefits costing $314 billion would
not become effective until January 1,
1969, or 60 days after the 1968 presiden-
tial election,

Furthermore, the administration also
recommends that at least one-half of the
increased taxes necessary to pay for the
$3 billion benefits under the House-
passed bill likewise be postponed until
after the 1968 election.

Thus we have a situation where now
the Johnson administration is recom-
mending a social security bill which
would pump over $6 billion extra cash
into the economy in calendar year 1968
with only $1.3 billion of this amount
being raised in revenue during this same
calendar year. Under the administra-
tion’s plan, payroll taxes to pay for the
other $5 billion will not be effective until
after the 1968 election.

How can the administration possibly
reconcile these contradicting positions
wherein on one hand it testifies before
the Finance Committee in favor of a bill
which will pump an additional $5 billion
in spending money into the economy dur-
ing 1968 and then 2 weeks later recom-
mend to the same committee a 10-percent
across-the-board increase, one of the
stated purposes of which is to combat
infiation by siphoning from the economy
$7 billion of what is described as excess
spending power?

It is this type of contradiction by the
Johnson administration which has cre-
ated so much confusion not only in the
minds of the Members of Congress but
also in the minds of the American people
in general, and it is this type of contra-
diction or zig-zagging which has brought

our country to the verge of disastrous
inflation.

Now for a moment let us discuss this
Johnson inflation and examine the re-
sults as it affects millions of wage earn-
ers and retired citizens.

Wages for the factory workers are
rising, yes; but the cost of living is rising
equally as fast with the result that the
wage earners—Government employees,
factory workers, farmers, small business-
men, and so forth—are on the treadmill.
Ask any American housewife, and she
will tell you about the cost of groceries.
She understands what this inflation
means.

History shows that the real victims of
inflation are always the low- and middle-
income groups with the highest penalties
being paid by the retirees—those living
on fixed pensions,

Today’s inflation is the direct result of
the Johnson administration’s policy of
planned defieits.

Today’s inflation and today’s stagger-
ing budget deficit are the direct result
of the reckless spending policies of the
Johnson administration and its 4-year
insistence that we can finance a large-
scale war in Vietnam without any sacri-
fice on the home front.

Today we are reaping the whirlwind
of inflation as the result of the seeds of
bad fiscal management under the John-
son administration.

To comply with the administration’s
request to increase taxes only to provide
additional revenue to finance the ex-
travagant ideas of the Great Society
bureaucrats would only make the situ-
ation worse.

To combat inflation effectively a re-
duction of expenditures must precede
action on taxes, and lest there be any
misunderstanding I am not interested in
promises of reductions either at the con-
gressional or at the executive level. Past
experience shows that these expenditure
reductions must be made mandatory by
law. We are about to go broke on speeches
and promises of economy which far too
often in the past have been followed by
increased expenditures.

However, in view of the size of the
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deficits which have been accumulating
over the past several years and par-
ticularly in view of the staggering deficit
which confronts us for fiscal 1968, I am
not sure we can bring this situation
under control entirely through the re-
duction of expenditures. It may very well
take a tax increase as well as a bona
fide reduction in expenditures to control
this serious inflationary trend with
which we are now confronted. While I
am not endorsing a tax increase as the
solution I will state that as far as I am
concerned the solvency of this country is
paramount, and if after a bona fide re-
duction in expenditures has been
achieved it appears that a tax increase
would still be necessary I would support
it. I would support it on the same basis
and for the same reason that I opposed
the administration’s $2 billion tax reduc-
tion which was pushed through the Con-
gress last March.

I am far more concerned over the
disastrous results of a continuation of
this inflationary trend than I am over
the political consequences of a tax in-
crease. My criticism of the Johnson ad-
ministration has been and will continue
to be that under its reckless spending
policies, disguised as planned deficits and
so-called controlled inflation, it has al-
lowed our country to drift toward this
financial crisis.

Millions of our retired citizens, who
are living on fixed incomes, social se-
curity, Government and private pensions,
life insurance policies, savings aceounts,
and so forth, have been pauperized as a
result of this deliberately planned John-
son inflation represented by the in-
creased cost of living, or the diminishing
purchasing power of the dollar.

Thousands of these citizens have re-
tired on what they thought was adequate
to take care of their needs, yet they are
now being forced to apply for public wel-
fare to meet necessary living expenses.

This administration keeps repeating
its great concern over the millions of
poverty-stricken people in America. Why
should it not be concerned? If is the in-
flationary policies of the Johnson ad-
ministration which are responsible for a
lot of those people being in poverty today.

It is the inflationary policies of the
Johnson administration which have cre-
ated the highest interest rates in the 20th
century.
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During the Eisenhower administration,
when interest rates rose from 31 percent
to between 4 and 41 percent, Democratic
Members of the Senate almost daily were
denouncing the administration on what
they referred to as high interest policies.
The leaders of that daily brigade of
speakers were the then Senators Lyndon
Johnson and HUBERT HUMPHREY.

Today with interest rates at the highest
level in the past 100 years, and 50 per-
cent higher than the peak levels of the
Eisenhower administration, both Presi-
dent Johnson and Vice President
HumpHREY are strangely silent. Signifi-
cantly, not an echo of concern can be
heard from the other side of the Senate
‘Chamber.

Why? Why are they so strangely silent?
Is it that the members of this Great
Society are ashamed of their achieve-
ments of forcing on the American public
the highest interest rates since the post-
Civil War days, Or is it because they just
hope that the people will forget and that
maybe this problem will solve itself and
vanish?

But the solution is not that easy. Con-
gress and the executive branch are both
confronfed with some hard political de-
cisions—decisions which cannot be post-
poned much longer.

Interest rates today are at a historic
100-year high.

Interest charges on our huge national
debt in fiscal 1968 will be in excess of
$14 billion.

This compares with annual interest
charges of $9.8 billion when President
Johnson took office in January 1964—an
increase of over $4 billion in interest
charges on our national debt in just 4
years, with approximately one-half of
this extra $4 billion representing the in-
terest charges on the money borrowed to
finance the deficits that have been
created under the Johnson administra-
tion in this same period.

President Johnson, while serving as the
majority leader of the U.S. Senate, was
a strong and almost daily critic of what
he described as the high interest policies
of the Eisenhower administration, yet
under his administration interest rates
have increased by over 50 percent and
the interest charges on our national debt
have increased by $4 billion, or over 40
percent.

Today AAA industrial bonds are selling
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to yield in excess of 6 percent annual
interest, while U.S. Government bonds
are selling at prices which yield in ex-
cess of 5% percent interest.

The only money which the U.S. Gov-
ernment today is borrowing at less than
41, percent interest is the money it is
borrowing from the workers of America
through the sale of series E bonds.

I quote President Johnson’s remarks
of June 14, 1957, at which time he was
a Member of the Senate:

This administration has managed to per-
form an impossible task. While the value of
the dollar has gone down and down for those
who spend it, it has gone up and up for
those who lend it. .

We cannot exist mdeﬂmtely as a Nation
in which the most profitable activity is
lending.

I most respectfully suggest that the
President should read his speech on that
particular date.

Were these remarks a prophecy? In-
terest rates in 1957 were 50 percent lower
than today’s high level. To show just how
rapidly interest rates have advanced
under the Johnson administration I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the REcorp a table as appearing in the
September 1967 “Treasury Bulletin”
which shows the average yields on Treas-
ury bonds for each of the years begin-
ning with 1957 and extending through
September 1967.

There being no objection, the table was
ordered to be printed in the Recorp, as
follows:

Period: Treasury bonds
1080 SILIDLD DO R Ge e D 8.47
1958 .. 4L 3.43
1959 & 4,08
1960, e 7 e 02
3961 cali 3.80
LT R A M e 2 b S S 3.95
1963 -- 4. 00
1964 ___ 4.15
1988 . __ peodiyh 4.21
1908 UL auil: 4, 65
1967 September 28 4,95

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, following that, I ask unani-
mous consent to have printed in the
REcorp a report as appearing in the Wall
Street Journal of October 20, 1967,
which shows today’s price and yield of
U.S. Government bonds and notes.

There being no objection, the report
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:
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TREASURY BONDS

{Over-the-Counter Quatations: Source on request. Decimals in bid-and-asked and bid ci:la_fi%,e replr?&elnt 32ds (101.1 means 101 1/32), a—Plus 1/64. b-Yield to call date. c-Certificates of indebtedness.
inus

Ints{:st Maturity ke i hBid iid Ints{m Maturity S Bid
ra change rate Asked cha Yi
ear on ear on

Y Month Y Month nge ield
3 1967 99.31 100.1 (@) 3.08 215 1967-72  September. 88.25 89,2 .2 04
3 1068 y 9.7 g s 5.19 215 1967-72  December__ 8.4 8812 + .10
3 1968 August_ 98.23 Ger2m U1 5. 30 4 973 August._ . 92.6 92.14 +.2 . 54
3 1968 November_ _ . 98.15 98.17 —=0.1 . 31 4 1973 November_ 92,16 92.24 +.2 . 55
21 1963-68 December__ _ 97.4 7.5 ool .00 4 1974 February 2.6 214 4.2 . 56
4 1969 February. 98.8 98,12 o .30 47 1974 May..._.... 92,28 93.4 s Y , 51
24 196463 June__. 95.23 95.27 i | .17 3l 194 November. . 90,14 50. 22 +.2 ), 48
4 1969 October. 97.10 97.14 e . 41 4 1980 February___ 86.8 86.24 —.4 ). 49
2}? 196 December 94.17 94. 21 -1 . 16 31 1980 November. - 8116 82.0 - 12 ., 44
21 1965-70 arch..... 94.4 R 5.08 34 1978-83 une. 77.0 77.16 —. 26 . 40
4 1970 February. . 96. 21 96.25 ety 5,51 34 985 May. . 76,24 71.8 =18 . 15
4 1970 August.. 9. 1 96. 5 -1 .49 a4y 197585 May._. 86. 18 81.2 -.8 40
215 1966-71 March. ... 91,23 gLl et . 15 315 990 February 76.22 71.6 —. 10 . 24
4 1971 August.. 9423 94.27 +.1 5, 52 4,  1987-92  August._ 83.22 846 —.2 . 41
374 1971  MNovember. 94.0 94.4 +.1 .51 4 1988-93  February SL120  glasl g .32
4 1972 February. . 93,2 93.6 +.2 5.53 414 1989-94 May.... 81, 14 81,30 -6 ) 41
2% 1967-72 Jume........ ..o 89,10 89, 18 4.2 5.05 3 1995 February_.. Lr. 76.2 T6218 puc iy 4,50+

T AR S e L . +. N ovember.. ... ... 76. 12 76.28 —.8 4,97
4 1972 A t 93.20 93.78 2 5. 46 3lg 1998 N .97
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Rate Maturity Bid Asked Yield Rate Maturity Bid Asked Yield
November 1967 100.1 100.3 3.30 Rptie e November 1970. . ... ceuecscenmmans-= 98.16 98.20 5. 50
February 1968__ 100.6 100. 8 4.16 Fais . February 1971___ 99.16 99,18 5,52
April 1968___ 98.16 98, 22 4.53 13§1L 51 ey April 1971..._. 89.20 89,30 4.70
May 1968. ... 99.23 99.25 515 Slg. .. - May1971._____ 99.8 99,12 5.45
August 1968__ 99.4 9.6 5.28 1% . . October 1971... 88.8 88,24 4,66

ber 1968... 97.6 97.10 4.45 534. .. November 1971 99.17 99.21 5.47

November 1968 99,25 99,27 5.40 4. o ruary 1972 96. 25 96. 29 5, 57

pril 1969... 95.10 95,18 4.72 14. . :‘;uil iy MEAS 86.26 87. 26 4.56

. October 1969. 93,28 94.4 4.70 A3 . Mayl972. .. 96. 22 96. 26 5.55

April 1970 . = 92.14 92.19 4.75 Isine. SnOcobae WL . pa 2 o e 85.10 86,12 4.62
Octobar 1010 e i 91.2 91.18 4.60

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres-
ident, next, I ask unanimous consent to
have printed in the REcorp a table show-
ing how the total interest costs of our
national debt has practically doubled
between the fiseal years 1957 and 1968.

There being no objection, the table
was ordered to be printed in the REcoRbD,
as follows:

Total interest cost

would provide but $13.2 billion in addi-
tional revenue, or not even enough to
balance our budget in fiscal 1968 assum-
ing there would be no reduction in ex-
penditures. :
Even these estimates of tax revenue
are based on the false assumption that
all of those earning in excess of the
amounts referred to will continue to
work just as hard as they now do for the
sole purpose of turning it all over to

worse., Our supply of gold has dropped
from $17.804 million in 1961 to $13.075
million today. Our national debt today
stands at $340 billion, an alltime high.
Our expenditures for the past 5 years
have been exceeding our national in-
come by an average of over $10 billion
per year, and today our deficit is run-
ning at a substantially higher rate.

As a result of the artificial ceiling of

41, percent on longtime Government
o T e ooy UnslsSam, bonds, a farcical situation which is being
qpBg. L liaTa T TS T 7,593,000,000 At this point I ask unanimous consent perpetrated upon the insistence of the
1T DN e Tt U M T T 9,180,000,000 to have printed in the Recorp a letter Johnson” administration, our Govern-
1961 e 8,957,000,000 dated September 29, 1967, signed by Mr. ment for the past several years has been
1962__ —m— 9,120,000,000 Taurence M. Woodworth, chief of staff unable to sell any bonds with maturity
igg ------------------------- 13‘232’%'% of the Joint Committee on Internal Rev- in excess of 7 years, until 1967, this was
1966 o TTTIITTTITTTITTT 1i1'3asoooooo €nue Taxation, wherein these figures are 5 years. The result is that we have been
1066 i3 12314:000:000 confirmed. financing our deficits on short-term
T RN T SRR AL 2 18,391,000,000 There being no objection, the letter basis, orin effect monetizing our national
1968 (estimated) o —____ 14,050,000,000 was ordered to be printed in the Recorp, debt.
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. o follows: It is ironic to note that the only money

President, where are all those self-pro-
claimed authorities on monetary policies
who during the Eisenhower administra-
tion almost daily proclaimed their grave
concern over interest rates which at that
time were 50 percent lower than today’s
level?

For years the Johnson administration
has been telling the American people
that our country can afford both guns
and butter. It still insists that all of the
Great Society programs can be financed
and expanded while at the same time we
finance a full-scale war in Vietnam.

The free-wheeling spenders of this
Great Soclety in Congress echo the same

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
JOINT COMMITTEE ON INTERNAL
REVENUE TAXATION,

Washington, September 29, 1967.
Hon. JoHN J. WILLIAMS,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DeArR SENATOR WiLLiaMs: This is in refer-
ence to your request of this morning (by tele-
phone through Mr, Vall) for an estimate of
the revenue gain which would result from
taxing at 100% all taxable income over
$10,000 ($20,000 for joint returns), over $25,-
000 ($50,000 for joint returns), over 50,000
($100,000 for joint returns), and over $100,-
000 ($200,000 for joint returns), respectively.

At estimated 1967 levels of income, we esti-
mate the revenue gain to be as follows:

which the Federal Government is bor-
rowing today at 4%-pereent interest
rates is by virtue of the series E bonds
which it is selling to the American work-
ingman and the schoolchild. I say it is
ironic because this diserimination among
lenders is being practiced by an adminis-
tration which is always speaking so
much about its concern over the little
investor; yet today, when regular Gov-
ernment bonds with 7-year maturity, are
selling at yields in exeess of 5% percent,
the Johnson administration insists that
the small investor should not be paid
over 414 percent.

I know of no better way to express my

heir If taxable Income were opinion on this practice of the Johnson
;%gﬁ;iggg o%i;eagmp;r?mgégttif a taxed at 100’ per- The i gain administration’s discrimination against
tax increase must be enacted it would be 0::3;?0 s .1;“’2 s the small investor who buys these series
placed on the rich and wealthy rather  oyer $25.000____.... 2.1 billion. E bonds than to quote the words of the
than on the low- and middle-income Over $50,000___.___. 0.7 billion. Vice President of the United States, Mr.
groups. Such arguments are pure politi- Over $100,000-._____ 0.2 billion. HumrHREY, who, as a Member of the U.S.
cal hypoerisy. Capital gains sub- 1.9 billion. Senate, when discussing this same point

To answer that fallacious argument, I
had the staff of the Joint Committee on
Internal Revenue Taxation compile a
tabulation which shows just how ficti-
tious that claim is. For example, if we
were to enact—

A 100-percent tax—that is, complete
confiscation—on all incomes in America
in excess of $50,000—$100,000 joint re-
turn—it would provide but $700 million
in additional revenue.

A 100-percent tax on all personal in-
comes in excess of $25,000—$50,000 joint
return—that is, confiscation of all in-
comes in excess of $25,000—would pro-
vide but $2.1 billion in additional rev-
enue, or just about enough to offset the
current deficit of the Johnson adminis-
tration for 1 month.

A 100-percent tax on all income in ex-
cess of $10,000—$20,000 joint return—

Ject to alternative
tax.
Sincerely yours,

LAURENCE N. WOODWORTH.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, I call these statistics to the
attention of the Senate and the coun-
try to emphasize the fact that as Con-
gress increases its spending it will be
the low- and middle-income groups who
pay the tax.

I regret the necessity for taking this
much time of the Senate to make this
report, but in my opinion, second only
to our problems with the war in Vietnam,
the fiscal policies of this country are of
paramount importance.

For too long both the administration
and the Congress have been following a
drifting policy with the result that our
balance of payments has been getting

on June 1, 1959, said:

When one sifts through all the arguments
of the administration as to the virtues of
tight money and soaring interest rates, he
really gets down to the fundamental fact
that the administration simply believes it
is all right for the bankers to boost their
prices and reap a harvest, but that somehow
it is not quite proper for wage earners to ask
to share in the increased productivity of the
economy. What the administration actually
believes in is the old trickle-down system,
whereby the main course goes to the high and
the mighty, and the leftovers to John Q.
Public.

If the administration really wants to do
something about the cost of living, I sug-
gest that it stop and re-examine its posi-
tion on monetary policy.

There is nothing which I can add
which would state more eloguently the
situation as it exists under the Johnson
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administration today than to quote the
Vice President.

These high interest rates have been
especially harsh on the home buyers of
America, the farmers, and the small busi-
nessmen who could not pass on these
excessive charges as part of the cost of a
Government contract.

Today nearly 50 percent of our $340
billion debt has a maturity of less than
1 year as compared with only 38 percent
for a similar maturity in 1960 and 32 per-
cent in 1955.

Such a trend automatically reduces the
percentage of our national debt which is
financed with bonds with maturity dates
in excess of 5 years.

Our deficit situation is serious, and
this inflationary trend cannot and must
not be ignored any longer.

The continuing uncertainty as to
whether the President is sincere or not
sincere in his request for a tax increase
and the uncertainty as to whether Con-
gress will or will not comply with his re-
quest for the enactment of a tax increase
is creating a state of confusion in our
financial and business world.

For Congress to adjourn and go home
without having answered this question
of whether a tax increase will be enact-
ed or to postpone this decision until the
first of next year will only further add
to this state of confusion.

The American dollar is not in a posi-
tion secure enough whereby either the
Congress or the administration can af-
ford to dillydally. The day of decision is
here. Flowery speeches and more prom-
ises are not enough. This is the time for
action.

The American people are entitled to
the truth as to the precarious financial
situation with which we are confronted.

In the past too much has been said in
an effort to play down the real size of our
deficit spending.

One of the major reasons the Presi-
dent is having such difficulty in selling
his tax program to Congress and to the
American people is largely due to the fact
that they do not trust his estimates of
deficits, nor do they trust his promises
of economy.

In fact, ever since last January, when
the President first asked for a 6-percent
tax increase, questions have been asked:
Is he sincere, or is this just another
political maneuver to give the President
an image of fiscal responsibility?

This question of the President’s sin-
cerity in recommending a tax increase
was accentuated by comments of the
Nation’s top business leaders who met at
Hot Springs, Va., just last week. I quote
from press accounts of this meeting as
appearing in the Evening Star of
October 20, 1967:

ExeEcuTivEs Say Jouwnson Is Nor PRESSING
Tax RISE

The Johnson administration is urging the
nation’s top businessmen to speak up louder
for a tax increase, but privately the business-
men feel it’s the President who needs the pep
talk.

The administration has sent an impres-
sive array of officials to Hot Springs, Va., to
spread the word on taxes during a private,
two-day meeting of the Business Council, a
select group of more than 100 of the nation’s
leading businessmen and industrialists, The
meeting opened today.

Prior to the session, Commerce Secretary
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Alexander B. Trowbridge told & meeting of
the Young Presidents’ Association here that
although businessmen understand the need
for an inflation-fighting tax rise, ‘‘they
don't speak loud enough to be heard very
clearly on Capitol Hill or in their commu-
nities.”
FEELING IS MUTUAL

But in talks with business leaders attend-
ing the Hot Springs session, it appeared that
many of them feel Johnson is not promoting
his proposed 10 percent income tax surcharge
measure with the energy he mustered to win
a major tax cut back in 1864 ...

“I think he shows economic and leader-
ship bankruptey,” sald one businessman
who claimed he had previously supported
Johnson and was considered something of a
“leftist” by the more conservative members
of the council.

He said, Johnson had not pushed his tax
increase proposal vigorously enough. “I don't
think he is really sincere in advocating the
tax increase,” he added.

HOUR FEARED TOO LATE

But he and other council members belleve
Johnson will not give up on a tax increase.
In any event, another businessman said, “I
think it's too late. If there is a big buying
rush at Christmas, with no tax increase by
January, inflation will be here and it will be
too late.”

Nor are these questions of the Presi-
dent’s sincerity entirely without founda-
tior. because 6 weeks after his January
1967 message advocating a tax increase,
the administration had reversed its di-
rection and asked Congress to approve a
$2 billion tax reduction.

This sudden reversal of direction was
reminiscent of the 1965 episode when the
administration and Congress approved a
$1 billion reduction in excise taxes on
communications and automobiles to be
effective January 1, 1966, only to repeal
this reduction just 90 days later. That
established an all-time record as the
shortest tax reduction in American
history.

Let us review this record of other mis-
leading statements as to budget deficits
and expenditure reductions.

Let us go back to January 30, 1961,
when President Kennedy in his state of
the Union message, told Congress;

It is my current intention to advocate a
program of expenditures which with result-
ing revenues from a stimulation of the econ-
omy will not of and by themselves unbalance
the budget.

The deficit for fiscal 1962—that same
year—was $6,378 million, or more than
$500 million a month.

The following year, on January 11,
1962, President Kennedy addressed a
joint session of Congress. He said:

I am submitting for fiscal 1963 a balanced
Federal budget.

The deficit for fiscal 1963 was $6,266
million,

On January 14, 1963, President Ken-~
nedy in his message to Congress said:

I will shortly submit a fiscal 1964 adminis-
trative budget which, while allowing for
needed rises in defense, space, and fixed in-
terest charges, holds total expenditures for
all other purposes below this year’s level.

The deficit for fiscal 1964 jumped to
$8,226 million, or an average rate of al-

most $700 million a month,
On January 21, 1964, President John-

son, in his first state of the Union mes-
sage to Congress, said:
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My proposals call for administrative
budget expenditures in 1965 of £97.9 billlon—
$900 million less than required In the
1964 budget . . . . This marks an important
first step toward a balanced budget.

The deficit for this fiscal year was
$3,435,000,000, or about $300 million a
month. The actual deficit this year based
on past accounting practices was $4.8
billion.

On January 4, 1965, President Johnson
in his state of the Union message said:

We will continue along the path toward
a balanced budget and a balanced economy.

The deficit reported for fiscal 1966 was
$2,251,000,000. I shall point out later
how the actual deficit this year was over
$815 billion.

On January 12, 1966, President John-
son, in presenting his 1967 budget, during
his state of the Union message said:

If you approve every program that I recom-
mend tonight our total budget deficit will
be one of the lowest in many years. It will
be only £1.8 billion next year.

Their reported deficit for fiscal 1967
was $9,937,935,200. The actual deficit,
as I will later show, when you eliminate
all the fancy bookkeeping, was over $18
billion.

On January 24, 1967, President John-
son in his budget message predicted an
$8 billion deficit for fiscal 1968. I quote
from that message:

Administrative budget expenditures will
amount to $126.7 billlon in 1967 and $135.0
billion in 1968. In these 2 years, revenues
in the administrative budget are estimated
to rise from $117.0 billion to $126.9 billion.
As g result, the budget deficit will fall from
$0.7 billion in the current fiscal year to $8.1
billion in 1968.

Estimates of the 1968 deficit now range
from $22 billion to $28 billion.

As late as June 1967 when testifying
before the Senate Finance Committee
Secretary Fowler had revised the Presi-
dent’s January estimate of an $8.1 billion
deficit and predicted a deficit of around
$11 billion.

Both the January and June estimates
were based on the premise that the Presi-
dent would ask for a 6-percent tax in-
crease, but as late as July 14, 1967, the
administration was still uncertain as to
its 1968 tax policies.

To confirm this latter point I ask
unanimous consent that my letter of
June 28, 1967, and Secretary Fowler’s
reply thereto on July 14, be printed at
this point in the Recorp. This corre-
spondence confirms that as of that date
the administration had not made a de-
cision on its tax policy for 1968.

There being no objection, the letters
were ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

U.S. SENATE,
Washington, D.C., June 28, 1967.
Hon, HENRY H. FOWLER,
Secretary of the Treasury, Department of the
Treasury, Washington, D.C.

MY DEeEAR MR. SECRETARY: Accord.mg to re-
cent press accounts the Administration is
planning to submit to the Congress some-
time before its adjournment a request for a
broad tax increase.

Before any tax increase is enacted many of
us feel that certain recognized loopholes in
our existing tax structure should be re-
examined. I am therefore trusting that the
Administration's decision will be submitted
to the Congress far enough in advance to
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give us adequate time to consider these re-
visions along with your request for new
taxes.
Yours sincerely,
JoHrN J. WILLIAMS.

THE SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY,
Washington, July 14, 1967,
Hon. JoHN J. WILLIAMS,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR Winirrams: Your letter of
June 28 suggests that some problems of loop-
holes in the tax structure should be re-
examined in connection with Congressional
consideration of a tax surcharge., You indi-
cate, therefore, that the President’s Message
‘'on Tax Reform should be submitted to the
Congress in time for consideration in con-
nection with the surcharge.

As you will realize, a number of factors
must be taken into account in settling on
the timing of specific Presidential requests
to the Congress.

With regard to the relationship of tax re-
vision to the surcharge, I would like to refer
to the President’s Economic Message where he
said, “This work of basic reform should pro-
ceed independently of the requirements for
ralsing taxes or the opportunities for tax
reduction.”” When the surcharge recom-
mendation is made in definite form, the Con-
‘gress will want to concentrate on the central
issues of the size of the needed tax increase
and the timing, The needed rapid action
could be lost in a protracted debate on sub-
stantive tax revision.

For this reason it seems desirable that tax
reform and stabllizing tax rate adjustments
be approached separately.

Bincerely yours,
Henry H. FOWLER.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. In Jan-
uary 1967 the President recommended a
6-percent across-the-board increase in
our corporate and individual taxes. Six
weeks later, in February, he was recom-
mending a $2 billion tax reduction—
restoration of the T-percent investment
credit—and at the same time Secretary
Fowler informed Congress that the ad-
ministration’s plan was to reduce the ex-
cise taxes on auftomobiles from 7 to 2
percent and the telephone tax from 10 o
1 percent effective March 31, 1968. These
latter two actions would represent an
additional tax reduction of over $1
billion,

On August 3, 1967, President Johnson
sent a special message to Congress can-
celing his earlier proposed 1968 cuts in
automobile and telephone taxes and
asked instead for a 10-percent tax in-
crease, which would yield approximately
$7 billion on an annual basis. To support
this proposal he predicted that without
the tax increase the deficit for fiscal 1968
would approach $28 billion or $30 billion
while with the 10-percent tax increase
the deficit would be in the neighborhood
of $22 billion.

What happened between June and Au-
gust that caused such a wide change in
the administration’s estimates of ex-
penditures and deficits? The estimate in
June of a potential $11 billion deficit was
based on the assumption of a 6-percent
tax increase. In August based on a 10-
percent tax increase the estimated defi-
cit was projected at $22 billion. Was this
an effort to scare Congress into quick
action?

However, it should be noted that the
aforementioned deficits as reported do
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not tell the true story. This is due to
the fact that under the Johnson admin-
istration they have been juggling their
financial statements, selling our assets—
participation certificates—and diverting
the proceeds into the general revenue as
though they were ever-recurring income.
This unorthodox method of financing
our public debt has cost the taxpayers
an extra one-half percent interest
charge.

The silver content of our coins has been
reduced with a resulting profit of around
$215 billion to the Government. This
profit has been included as a part of
general revenue. Payments of corpora-
tion and withholding taxes have been ac-
celerated to move additional revenue into
the past 4 fiscal years.
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All of these nonrecurring items have
been used as general revenue to defray
current expenditures and thereby mini-
mize the amount of the true deficit as it
was being reported to the American tax-
payers.

At this point I ask unanimous consent
to have printed in the Recorp a statistical
report prepared with the assistance of
the committee staffi which takes all of
these budget-juggling factors into con-
sideration, and gives the true deficit for
each of the fiscal years 1964 through
1968 as they would have appeared had
normal accounting practices been fol-
lowed by the Johnson administration.

There being no objection, the report
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

ACTUAL DEFICITS, 1964-68
[In millions of dollars]

Speed-up
Fiscal Sales Accelerated Excise and Seniorage Total actual
. corporation tax accelerated deficits
Reported deficit FNMA payment withholding

W e R ) el et e 369 $8, 505

£ R Y S A

9.937 2,900 300 1375 1,072 18, 584

14, 000 4,000 B el B S B LY 519 20,119

37,849 9,040 10,100 1,275 2,426 60, 690

I Includes $100,000,000 in speedup of withholding deposits and $275,000,000 in excise tax payments from a monthly to a semi-

monthly basis. ;
* Estimate, allowing for proposed tax increase,

3 14 of this includes the President’s 1968 proposal for speedup in corporate tax payments.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. This
chart shows that during the 5 years from
1964 through 1968 the deficit of the
Johnson administration will be in excess
of $60 billion, or $12 billion per year,
which is more than $1 billion per month;
and this based upon the conservative es-
timate of a $14 billion reported deficit
for fiscal 1968.

Not only has this administration been
juggling the budget figures in an effort
to mislead the American people as to the
true extent of the deficit spending, but it
has also misled the public as to the
sincerity of its promises to curtail ex-
penditures.

For example, on December 1, 1965,
President Johnson, speaking from his
Texas ranch, announced that he was is-
suing an Executive order to reduce civil-
ian employment in the Federal Govern-
ment by at least 25,000 jobs during the
remainder of that fiscal year, which
would end June 30, 1966.

This announcement was hailed
throughout the country as a great step
toward reducing the cost of Government.

What happened? Instead of reducing
employees by 25,000 in the succeeding
T months they actually added 187,506
employees.

The Budget Bureau estimates that
these 187,000 employees, who were added
in violation of the President's own Ex-
ecutive order, will cost the taxpayers over
$115 billion per year.

At this point I ask unanimous consent
to have printed in the REcorp a copy of
an article appearing in the New York
Times of December 2, 1965, concerning
this reduction followed by a statistical

breakdown of the 187,000 additions to the
public payroll in the following 6 months.

There being no objection, the article
and table were ordered to be printed in
the Recorp, as follows:

PRESIDENT BACKS A Cur 1IN U.S. JoBs—Ap-
PROVES PrLaN To RETIRE 25,000—SPENDS
QUIET DAY

AUSTIN, TEX., December 1.—President John-
son approved this afternoon a plan that
could ellminate 25,000 Government jobs.

The plan, contained in a memorandum
from the Budget Bureau and released here,
instructs the heads of Government depart-
ments and agencies to reduce their employ-
ment by 1 to 1.25 per cent by the end of the
fiscal year 1966, which ends next June 30.

Joseph Laitin, assistant White House press
secretary, sald the plan did not mean that
present employees would be dismissed. It is
designed, he said, to take advantage of
?t%pped-up retirements from Government
obs.

These retirements have been Increasing
because of a new law offering certain induce-
ments, including larger pensions, to em-
ployees who retire before the first of the year.

“The vacancies thus created,” the memo-
randum sald, “present an opportunity to
take new specific action to carry out the
President's long-standing Instructions to
hold Federal employment at the minimum
necessary to carry out Government opera-
tions effectively.”

The Presldent spent a quiet day at his
ranch studylng reports and preparing for
a meeting tomorrow with Secretary of Agri-
culture Orville L. Freeman and Secretary
of State Dean Rusk.

The main topic at the meeting is ex-
pected to be the world food situation and
Mr. Johnson's forthcoming talk with Presi-
dent Mohammad Ayub Ehan of Pakistan.

Mr. Rusk is expected to join Mr. Johnson
and Defense Secretary Robert 8. McNamara




October 24, 1967

for a discussion of world problems this week-
end or early next week. The White House
announced yesterday that this meeting would
be held tomorrow or Friday. However, offi-
clals explained today that administrative
work at the Pentagon would keep Mr. Me-
Namara in Washington longer than expected.

The President also spoke by telephone with
his special assistant for national security
affairs, Mr, McGeorge Bundy. Mr. Laitin, in
response to a question, said that the subject
of Mr. Bundy’'s future had not been dis-
cussed and that, to the best of his knowledge,
the two men had never discussed it. Mr.
Bundy has been offered a post as head of
the Ford Foundation.

Year and month Employment Increase
1965—December. .. 2,550,742 FE0 LB
1966—January. ... 2,555,572 4,830

February. 2,580,518 24,946
March__ . 2,610,780 , 262
Apil e 2,644,153 33,373
May..... 2,665, 160 21,007
10 S 2,738,248 73,488
Amount of in-
bortsesto
er
T B R VS S, 187, 506

Mr., WILLIAMS of Delaware. But that
was just the beginning of the false econ-
omy promises which were coming from
the White House.

On September 20, 1966, about 6 weeks
prior to the election date, the President,
recognizing the criticism he was receiv-
ing from the previous action, issued an
Executive order freezing employment at
the level of that which prevailed on July
1, 1966.

Again this Presidential action was
hailed throughout the country as a step,
though belated, in curtailing unneces-
sary Government expenditures.

But like the similar statement in the
preceding December, this was but an-
other political propaganda maneuver.
Instead of holding employment at the
July 1 level, another 206,432 employees
were added to the public payroll, All of
these additions to the Federal payroll
were above the normal replacements due
to resignations, retirements, and so
forth.

The cost of these additional 206,000
employees to the American taxpayers
will be a minimum of $1,500,000,000 an-
nually.

At this point I ask unanimous consent
that the Executive freeze order of Sep-
tember 20, 1966, and a list of employees
added thereafter be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the Execu-
tive order and the list were ordered to
be printed in the REecorp, as follows:
ExecuTivE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT,

BUREAU OF THE BUDGET,
Washington, D.C., Sept. 20, 1966.
Memorandum for the heads of executive de-
partments and establishments.
Subject: Fiscal year 1967 employment
ceilings.

1. The President has directed that the
head of each agency take necessary steps
to:
a. Hold employment in jfull-time perma-
nent positions for the remainder of fiscal
19687 to a level at or below that prevalling
as of July 81, 1966. (Those agencies whose
employment is already above the July 31,
1966, figure should reduce their employment
to the July 31 level as expeditiously as possi-
ble by not filling vacancies.)

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

b. Hold employment in temporary, part-
time, or intermittent positions for the re-
mainder of fiscal 1967 to a level at or below
that prevalling as of June 30, 1966, except for
meeting normal seasonal changes in agency
workloads. In no event should such employ-
ment on June 30, 1967, eéxceed that on June
30, 1966.

2. These actions are an essential part of
President Johnson's efforts to reduce Federal
expenditures.

3. Each agency head should make every
effort to achieve the lowest possible level of
employment. We must increase our pro-
ductivity, redeploy our personnel, simplify
our procedures and strip work to essentials in
order to meet the employment ceilings es-
tablished by this memorandum.

4. In view of the personnel requirements
involved in the Viet Nam conflict, the De-
partment of Defense and the SBelective Serv-
ice System are specifically exempt from para-
graph 1 of this memorandum. For these two
agencies, employment cellings heretofore in
effect will remain in effect subject to ad-
justment during review of the 1968 budget.

5. In the case of the Post Office, the June
30, 1967, employment celling established in
the January budget review will remain in
effect.

6. Requests for exception to the levels es-
tablished by this memorandum will be pre-
sented to the Director of the Bureau of the
Budget by the agency head under the follow-
ing circumstances only:

8. When the need for employment in-
creases can be related directly to require-
ments for Southeast Asia, or

b. When employment increases are needed
for new programs which were not in existence
on July 31, 1966, and for which appropria-
tions or other funds have been provided and
have been apportioned by the Bureau of the
Budget, or

¢. When employment increases are needed
for emergency situations involving the pro-
tection of life, property, or the national se-
curity, or

d. When transfers of functions from one
agency to another or from headquarters to
the field result in a need to adjust employ-
ment levels.

In any of the above cases, ezceptions will
not be requested until the agency head has
determined that it is clearly not possible to
meet the required employment needs by re-
deploying personnel from other areas o as to
remain under the employment level estab-
lished by this memorandum, Exceptions will
not be granted unless agencies clearly demon-
strate that such shifts have been evaluated
and that they are not feasible.

CHARLES L. SCHULTZE,

Director.
LIST OF EMPLOYEES
Year and month Employment Increase
1966—September..... ... 2,773,724 sdainocgtr

October........._. 2,798,212 24, 488
November__ ... 2,834,940 36,728
December._. 2,842,528 7,588
1967—January_ __ 2,848,249 5,721
February 2,864,626 16,377
March... 2,882,639 18,013
April. 2,899,673 17,034
Ny e 2,905, 599 5,926
June E 2,980,156 74,557
Tolg] et de o 206, 432

Mr, WILLIAMS of Delaware. I regret
the necessity for taking so much of the
Senate’s time to make this report, but I
thought it necessary to review the record
and to show the American people just
how we have drifted into this near state
of finanecial crisis. Also, this report is in-
tended to show why there is so much un-
certainty as to just how sincere the ad-
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ministration is in its promise to cut ex-
penditures or in its efforts to raise taxes.

I am not a pessimist. We have a great
country, and I am confident that we can
solve this financial problem with which
we are now confronted. The stability of
the American dollar not only can but
must be preserved. This inflationary
spiral must be checked; otherwise the life
savings of millions of Americans will be
destroyed. We can all agree that Con-
gress has no alternative but to provide
whatever is necessary to back the Amer-
ican boys in Vietnam. That comes first,
but we can tighten our belts here at
home. We can postpone or hold in abey-
ance some of the expenditures on do-
mestic programs.

The most important steps toward the
solution of any problem are first, to rec-
ognize that it exists; second, to under-
stand what caused it; and then to be
willing to take the necessary steps to
solve it.

Both the administration and Congress
know that our country, as great as it is,
cannot stand these $20 billion to $30
billion deficits being piled on top of an
already weak financial structure.

Both the administration and Congress
know what caused this financial crisis—
and it is a erisis when we are confronted
with a $30 billion deficit, an expensive
war in Vietnam, accelerated inflation,
and interest rates at the highest level
in 100 years.

Both the administration and Congress
know that unless some action is taken to
check this inflationary threat the next
step could well be a demand for price and
wage controls, This could be disastrous
to our private enterprise system.

Yes, the problem is here; we know the
cause, and now let us, the administra-
tion and the Congress, get together and
seek a solution.

In this respect I recognize that Con-
gress too has a responsibility, and it is
in recognition of our responsibility that
I am making the following suggestions:

First. A bona fide reduction in Govern-
ment spending, including the postpone-
ment of all new publie works projects and
the suspension of activities on all exist-
ing projects until such project or projects
have been certified either as being essen-
tial to our national defense or that post-
ponement would result in an unneces-
sary economic loss.

Second. Reduce the personnel on the
civilian payroll of the Government down
to the level existing on September 20,
1966, at which time President Johnson
issued his Executive freeze order. This
one action alone would reduce the pub-
lic payroll by over 200,000 and result in
an annual reduction in expenditures of
around $1.5 billion. This reduction could
be achieved without hardship to present
employees by merely curtailing all hir-
ing for replacements of normal resigna-
tions or retirements.

Third. Repeal the fictitious 4%4-per-
cent interest rate ceiling on long-term
Government bonds. This ceiling is a farce
and has cost the taxpayers several hun-
dred million dollars in unnecessary in-
terest charges.

Fourth. Congress should take definite
action before it adjourns to settle the
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question of whether there will or will
not be a 1968 tax increase. Both the ad-
ministration and the Congress have the
responsibility to eliminate this cloud of
uncertainty now hanging over our securi-
ties and financial markets by either ac-
cepting or rejecting the President’s tax
proposals.

This continued uncertainty can have
a serious effect in financial markets and
on our entire domestic economy; there-
fore, to facilitate this decision I recom-
mend that the chairman of the Senate
Finance Committee or some Senator in
the President’s party introduce Presi-
dent Johnson’s tax propcsals in the US.
Senate and then the Senate Finance
Committee should promptly schedule
public hearings.

It has always been traditional that the
chairman of the appropriate committee
introduce the President’s recommenda-
tion even though he personally may not
agree or be willing to support the bill.
It is customary to introduce adminis-
tration bills upon request.

It is inconceivable to me that the
President of the United States could not
get a single member of his own political
party in the U.S. Senate to introduce his
recommendations, or that the chairman
of the Senate Finance Committee would
reject a request from him for public
hearings on his tax bill.

If, however, the relations between the
President of the United States and the
members of his own political party in
the Senate are of such a strained nature
that not one will introduce his tax pro-
posals I volunteer as the ranking minor-
ity member of the Senate Finance Com-
mittee that if he will send his recom-
mendations to my office I will not only
introduce them in the Senate but join
him in petitioning the chairman of the
Senate Finance Committee to conduct
public hearings. I have entirely too much
respect for the Office of the President
to have his recommendations completely
ignored regardless of how we as individ-
ual Senators may feel.

By following this procedure the Senate
would be able to move promptly after the
House takes action, or if the House does
not act, the Senate could, if it so desired,
attach the bill as a rider to a previously
House approved revenue measure.

There is a precedent for such Senate
consideration before House action on
revenue bills, and as an example I cite
none other than the situation whereby
for 3 days last week the Senate Finance
Committee held public hearings on var-
ious proposals to impose quotas on oil,
steel, textiles, and so forth. All such
measures must either originate in the
House or be attached as amendments to
a previously enacted House measure.
Likewise, the President’s proposal to fi-
nance election campaigns out of the Fed-
eral Treasury was first introduced and
hearings were held in the Senate. Fur-
thermore, this procedure of Senate con-
sideration before House action had ad-
ministration approval.

I realize that these suggestions em-
brace some unpleasant steps. Adoption
of these expenditure reduction measures
would mean that some of the programs
which I like, some of the projects in my
State, as well as some of the programs
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and projects in the States of other Sena-
tors would be affected. But real economy
and a bona fide reduction in Government
expenditures can only be obtained by
every American citizen's recognizing the
seriousness of our present financial situ-
ation and agreeing that all of us will
tighten our belts and postpone some of
these projects and programs which under
normal conditions would be considered
highly meritorious.

After these expenditure-reduction
steps have been taken—and I emphasize
“after”—if the financial position of our
Treasury is still not under proper control,
I would recommend that this Congress
enact a tax increase before we adjourn.
It may very well take a combination of
a reduction in Government expenditures
as outlined plus a tax increase to restore
this country to a degree of solvency
where the American dollar can be pro-
tected and the ravages of inflation
avoided.

But I cannot overemphasize the im-
portance that whatever action the ad-
ministration and the Congress are going
to take it should be done promptly and
before this Congress adjourns.

This administration and this Congress
have passed the laws drafting the youth
of America, and we have today over one-
half million American boys fighting in
Vietnam for the protection of their
country and the cause of freedom.

Daily those men are displaying heroic
courage in the discharge of their as-
signed duties. Can we in the executive
and legislative branches do any less in
the discharge of our responsibilities?

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. JoR-
paN of Idaho in the chair). The clerk
will call the roll.

Mr. of Delaware. Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent that
the order for the quorum call be
rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

CONTINUING APPROPRIATIONS,
1968

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 888)
making continuing appropriations for
the fiscal year 1968, and for other pur-
poses.

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Mr,
President, I would like to be able to
support the continuing resolution as it
came from the House rather than the
resolution now pending before the Sen-
ate which is simply a continuing resolu-
tion of the sort that we have passed many
times in previous years and twice before
this year.

I am in full accord with the House
position of trying to save from $5 billion
to $7 billion, but how they do it is
another matter. The manner in which
these cuts are to be made are very am-
biguous; and when the resolution is
examined closely, I believe it will be ap-
parent that some very unfair cuts would
be applied.

Director Schultze, of the Bureau of the
Budget, did not know how the cuts would
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be applied in many cases. He said that in
many instances an interpretation of the
Comptroller General would be necessary
to determine what was required by the
House action. He did give us some idea
as to where he thought these cuts would
be applied under the Whitten amendment
to the resolution that passed the House,
The Whitten amendment would require
a cut of approximately $7 billion, and
the expenditure, not on appropriations,
for the present fiscal year could not ex-
ceed 1967 appropriations, except in cer-
tain instances.

There were two or three exceptions, as
I recall. One exception was for Depart-
ment of Defense operations relating to
Vietnam.

The Budget Director indicated that the
cut might apply in the following manner:
It would require a mandatory cut in the
Defense Department appropriation of
$215 billion on top of the $1% billion we
have already cut in the regular appropri-
ation bill and this at a time when war
requirements in Vietnam are increasing.
Agriculture would be cut $400 million;
Commerce, $250 million; Interior, $150
million; State Department, only $10 mil-
lion.

This cut would apply in the case of the
State Department because its present
appropriation is approximately the same
as that of last year. I am not aware that
the State Department has had any new
functions added to its appropriation.

In the case of the Department of Ag-
riculture, where the cut would be $400
million, many new functions have been
added from year to year which have little
or nothing to do with agriculture. For
example, the food stamp program has
been added to this year’s budget. In the
last couple of years, we have added hous-
ing for towns and cities with a popula-
tion up to 5,500 and under, and for farm-
ers, to the Agriculture appropriation bill.
And we have had the sewer and water
system program added to Agriculture,
which affects not only farmers but also
towns and cities with a population up
to 5,500.

So Agriculture would receive a larger
cut because of the functions that have
been added to the Department of Agri-
culture. The State Department would
receive a cut of only $10 million, which
certainly would not hurt it at all.

The Veterans' Administration would
be cut by $180 million, and they have a
vastly increased load because of the in-
creasing casualties returning from Viet-
nam. I do not believe this department
can afford any cut at this time.

Mr. President, I have in my hand a
table which I ask unanimous consent to
have printed in the REcorp as part of my
remarks. These figures were presented by
Budget Director Schultze before the
Committee on Appropriations as to where
he believed cuts would be required under
the House Joint Resolution 888. It should
be noted, however, that in many in-
stances a determination by the Comp-
troller General would be necessary to
know exactly how the House joint resolu-
tion would apply.

There being no objection, the table was
rordered to be printed in the Recorp, as

ollows:

RN R L R
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Areas where appropriations are controllable
(not locked in)

[In thousands of dollars]
Agricnlboresis B gia s soain vy Ll wad 3,900
DD IITIATOR: Tl 1 s ik v it b seh miipig e 870
Corps of Engineers_ - -—-——--- 1,300
Health, Education, and Welfare. ... 7, 500
R e 1, 600

Housing and Urban Development... 1,100

B O e e i - T Bl e T 437
LaboR B SR o LR e 530
Pout OMeRl et il e LIS 585
Transportatlon ... oo coaciaca-- 1, 500
TEOARUIT I s s s el v S s 920

Agency for International Develop-
et s Al s S See B el A i , 600
T e b B L A NI e S s 300
Atomic Energy Commission___..... 2, 600
General Services Administration.... 560
National Aviation and Space Agency- 4, 500
National Sclence Foundation........ 526
Veterans' Administration___________ 1, 600
Office of Economlic Opportunity .- 2, 060
Military and civilian pay raises._.... 1, 000
LT o e e e e i e 2, 000
Tatel Uoib Ul sl L 38, 088

House Joint Resolution 888—Estimated re-
duction effected by resolution as passed
the House

1968
expenditures
e T e e $2, 500, 000, 000
Health, Education, and Wel-

R e o s o 45 1, 100, 000, 000
Agriculture o .. 400, 000, 000
Commeres . o-c-e--—cewas 250, 000, 000
Housing and Urban Develop-

B R e s o 500, 000, 000
Public WOrks. - ccceccccaem 40, 000, 000
0T o s e T R 150, 000, 000
A CULAT IS 8 e de BRGNS 45, 000, 000
Labor _ 20, 000, 000
State 10, 000, 000
Transportation _ ... 75, 000, 000
Agency for International De-

velopment —___—_____.___ 140, 000, 000
Atomic Energy Commission._ 120, 000, 000
General Services Administra-

tion 30, 000, 000
Office of Economlilc Oppor-

i LD A e B i 400, 000, 000
Veterans' Administration... 180, 000, 000
Pyl  ail 000 600, 000, 000
Smell Business Administra-

27 ) LT TS0 3 200, 000, 000
National BScience Founda-

y o T s O S A e 60, 000, 000

L) T e e 8, 821, 000, 000

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Mr.
President, these appropriations cut
would be applied to what the Budget Di-
rector calls ‘“not locked in" items, in-
terest on the national debt, payments to
veterans, and items of that nature would
not be affected. The total of the “not
locked in” items would be approximately
$38 billion, and to this amount would
have to be applied largely the $7 billion
cut in the House resolution.

This would mean a sizable cut in many
of these departments.

We are not exactly clear—at least I
am not—as to whether the President
could cut, say, $5 billion in expenditures
from the Interstate Highway trust fund.
He withheld the spending of these funds
last spring. Could he now withhold, say,
$5 billion in Interstate Highway trust
funds to make up $5 billion of the $7
billion required under the House reso-
lution?

These are only some of the ambiguities
in the House-passed bill.
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If we do not add amendments to
the pending resolution, I believe every-
thing would be in conference and we
could come up with a much more under-
standable and effective resolution than
the one we received from the House and
still retain their objectives.

Of course, I shall support the amend-
ment offered by the distinguished Sen-
ator from South Dakota [Mr. MunpTl,
which would require a 5-percent cut in
all appropriations.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I suggest the
absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

VIETNAM WAR

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, President
Johnson, Vice President HuMPHREY, and
Secretary Rusk have recently made some
significant comments about the war in
Vietnam. It is good that they do so. I,
too, submit some views in this regard.

At the very outset, I wish to say that
American troops engaged in war in Viet-
nam deserve to be supported and sup-
plied with all equipment and the mate-
rials necessary to enable them to accom-
plish the mission assigned them by their
superiors with maximum effectiveness
and minimum loss of life.

Let it be emphatically understood,
however, that such support has not and
does not reflect approval on my part
of the policies and decisions that have
led to our involvement in Vietnam in its
current proportions.

Support of our froops in battle is one
thing; approval of national policies and
decisions which put them there is quite
another. What has been done has been
done. I voice my deep concern at this
time, not with any idea that the calendar
can be reversed; not for the purpose of
expressing criticism, but in the hope
that a searching public analysis and de-
bate of the present may possibly be of
some help in shaping the momentous de-
cisions in the days and months ahead.
The responsibility of a U.S. Senator and
the dictates of conscience impel me to
participate in the great, ongoing national
debate now underway not only in the
U.S. Senate, but also around every fire-
place and coffee table.

I sincerely hope that what I, and many
others, may say at this time and in the
days to come will assist the American
people in arriving at a collective national
opinion as to just why we ought or ought
not be waging war in Vietnam. For the
really disturbing thing about this entire
Vietnamese episode is that the country
is cruelly and deeply divided and this
division is affecting all phases of our na-
tional life. We must resolve the Vietnam
question and arrive at a true unity. Only
then can we get on with the task of ful-
filling our national destiny. It is in this
respect that I venture to speak.

Is U.S. security truly involved in the
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war in Vietnam? For what lesser cause
would we send men to fight and die?
That has always been the central issue,
as I have seen this problem. It is pre-
cisely on this level and upon this point
that our policies, particularly our future
policies, should be examined.

The real question posed by the recent
statement of administration leaders is
not whether it constitutes a change in
our reasons for being in Vietnam, but
whether this thesis is valid.

I do not think that President Johnson
has shown—or that anyone has shown—
that our national interest in Vietnam is
“real.” I do not believe that he has offered
convineing evidence—or indeed any evi-
dence—that no matter what the outcome
of the war in Vietnam we will secure a
peace that is either “organized” or “re-
liable.” We have not yet achieved such
a peace in the absence of conflict. How
can we expect to achieve it through a
major international disruption?

The truth, as I see it, is that the war
in Vietnam is a quagmire into which
we have stumbled, and from which we
must extricate ourselves as honorably,
as cleanly, and as gracefully as possible.
Other nations have found the political
courage, the will, and a manner with
honor to extricate themselves from un-
tenable and dangerous positions—Russia
from missile bases in Cuba, France from
Algiers.

The invocation of the threat of China—
perhaps obsession would be a better
word—is as true today as it has ever
been. But does this establish a mortal
danger for the United States in happen-
ings in Vietnam?

I think that most experts on Vietnam
would concur that North Vietnam is far
from being an actual—let alone willing—
Chinese puppet or satellite. Two thou-
sand years of Vietnamese-Chinese rela-
tions have left the Vietnamese with
feelings toward the Chinese which one
eminent authority has described as “like
those of the Irish for the English of
Oliver Cromwell’s day.” And as the war
continues—although the pronounce-
ments of the administration repeat, and
repeat, and repeat the view that it is
Peking that stands behind Hanoi—the
Soviet Union has become North Viet-
nam’s chief military and economic pro-
vider. Chinese rifles and mortars are
fired by enemy troops against American
soldiers, but the North Vietnamese fiy
Soviet Migs, shoot down American planes
with Soviet missiles using Soviet radar,
move their armies with Soviet oil and
fire Soviet artillery.

Several months ago, the Wall Street
Journal reported that Soviet arms aid to
North Vietnam totaled $25 million in
1964, $200 million to $225 million in
1965 and about $200 million in 1966. In
the same years Chinese military aid
varied from $35 to $60 million a year. It
has been estimated that between 1955
and 1966 Soviet military assistance to-
taled $1.5 billion compared to a Chinese
total of some $200 million. In October of
last year at a meeting in Moscow, the
Soviet Union and a number of other
Communist countries reportedly said
that they had agreed to help Hanoi with
an additional $1 billion in material and
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money and only last month, when a new
Soviet trade and aid agreement was
signed with North Vietnam, the com-
munique issued on that occasion stated
that in 1968 the Soviet Union would
provide: airplanes, antiaircraft and
rocket equipment, artillery and small
arms, ammunition, and other military
equipment as well as complete installa-
tions, vehicles, oil products, ferrous and
nonferrous metals, foodstuffs, chemical
fertilizers, medicines, and other mate-
rial.

Even taking the administration's case
at face value—which I do not, except for

“purposes of argument—if the war in

Vietnam is a confrontation between
“Asian communism” and the free world,
a confrontation that will determine not
only the future of Asia but also the
future of the United States—the battle
is being fought in the worst possible
place and at a place and under conditions
of the enemy’s choosing. And to carry
this argument to its logical coneclusion,
if our real enemy is Communist China
why do we not strike at the root of the
problem? Are we unwilling to face up to
‘the logical consequences of our policy,
or do we suspect that there is a logical
flaw in our argument?

1 believe our leaders are mesmerized by
mirages in Vietnam and that as a result
they see national interests there where
none exist. But this is only part of the
tragedy of this quagmire war. The other
part of the tragedy is that, mesmerized
by mirages, we are unable to see where
our real national interests lie.

It seems clear to me—it has for some
time—that our real national interests lie
in our present and future relations with
the two other great powers in this world,
the Soviet Union and China. What is the
war in Vietnam doing to this funda-
mental national interest, to our relations
with these two great powers?

Some believe that the war is bringing
China and the Soviet Union closer to-
gether. The more sophisticated opinion
is that the ideological differences between
these two countries are so great that even
an attack on a fellow Communist coun-
try has not been able to heal the breach—
at least not yet, although I must say we
seem to be working hard at it. But, un-
questionably, the war in Vietnam is
worsening our relations with both the
Soviet Union and Communist China, and,
I might add, with most of the rest of the
world.

Let us debate our involvement in Viet-
nam, then, on a more rational basis than
has thus far been the case, and perhaps
we can then come to some national con-
clusion and true concensus as to just
what we ought to do. Once we know what
we ought to do and what we want to do,
I, for one, believe our country has suffi-
cient genius to find an honorable conclu-
sion to this bloody war.

I have said that T am not persuaded
that we have & “real” national interest
in Vietnam; that the visions of contain-
ing Chinese expansion and deterring
wars of national liberation are just that:
visions, dreams. In any event, I do not
believe we are containing Chinese mili-
tary expansion in Vietnam. How could
we be when we are fighting not a single
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Chinese but have engaged half a million
men in fighting against 50,000 North
Vietnamese and 250,000 South Vietnam-
ese Vietcong—a task the 700,000 South

. Vietnamese forces are cpparently unable

to undertake. Are we teaching China a
lesson for the future when 100,000 Amer-
ican boys have been killed or wounded
but not one Chinese has been scratched?
‘Will this inhibit China from any desire
to “overrun” her neighbors, as Secretary
Rusk has suggested? And, for that mat-
ter, is China now “overrunning” her
neighbor, North Vietnam?

If there is no Chinese military expan-
sion to contain, perhaps we are fighting
in Vietnam to contain local grievances.
Whether any individual war of national
liberation, by this or any other name,
succeeds or fails in this or any other par-
ticular instance, it seems to me that the
danger of a local Communist insurrec-
tion will continue to threaten ‘as long as
the conditions exist which permit such a
movement to arise, enable it to grow, and
encourage it to succeed.

We are in Vietnam, in the words of
Secretary Rusk, only now clearly stated,
because it is in our “vital national in-
terest” to be fighting there, and the
enemy is China.

President Johnson and Secretary Rusk
presumably believe that we are fighting
in Asia against Chinese aggression. Sec-
retary Rusk, at least, feels—at least his
words indicate he so feels—that we must
not let any of the arrangements made at
the end of World War II, arrangements
which we hoped would guarantee world
stability, to be reversed or undone. Qur
“vital national interest,” he feels, de-
mands that we fight a land war in Asia
to maintain' this particular brand of
stability.

But does it? Now we reach the heart
of the matter, Are we required in defense
of the United States, to send an army to
fight jungle guerrillas in any part of the
world threatened with an alteration of
the status quo? Is this advisable? Is it
possible? Is it truly in our national in-
terest?

I think the answer to these questions
must be a resounding “No.” We cannot
police the world. To attempt to do so,
outside of our truly “vital” areas, is to
court national disaster.

We must act in our true national in-
terest. This is axiomatie. In a national-
istic world—and let me say that we live
in a nationalistic world, in the Commu-
nist areas no less than in the “free”
areas—all nation-states operate in ways
considered by them to be in their own
national interest. This has been so ever
since there have been nation-states, and
I daresay it will be so for many years
to come.

But when any nation’s leadership has
a false conception of what is the true,
vital, national interest, the nation is in
trouble. This is the case now. We are in
trouble. We are a deeply troubled peo-
ple—a deeply divided people. Secretary
Rusk evidently fears that this coneeption
of the national interest will not be sup-
ported by the American people. For that
reason, perhaps, we have, since 1961,
witnessed the erection of this facade and
camouflage, using vague slogans about
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“commitments” and generalizations
about “freedom’ and “aggression.” These
slogans have served only to confuse and
give rise to unprecedented dissent.

President Johnson and Secretary Rusk
seem to believe that our national interest
is involved in the choice of a government
for every country in the world. They have
a right to hold such views. Others have
a right to differ. I do. And I challenge the
validity of the position that somehow the
United States is placed in mortal peril by
what occurs in the jungles of Vietnam.

Surely it is in our interest to have a
peaceful world. Surely it is in our interest
to have a less militant brand of Russian
communism, Surely it is in our interest
to have a China which will give up its
desire to dominate Asia. Surely it is in
our interest to have a government in
South Vietnam friendly to the United
States.

But having said that, I have said noth-
ing, really. These statements are virtual
tautologies. But this is what President
Johnson and Secretary Rusk appear to
have been saying, and on such a basis
they seek to justify U.S. involvement
in a land war in Asia.

I think they are mistaken. There is no
personal criticism here. I am undertak-
ing as studiously as I can to examine the
position with reason and logic and no
personal animosity is involved in it what-
soever,

We do have real and vital national in-
terests—and these we must defend with
whatever force is required. In such a
case, the requirement is its own justifi-
cation. But our vital interests must be
more narrowly defined than they have
been thus far by the Johnson adminis-
tration. They cannot encompass all
countries, freedom everywhere, vague
commitments to every country no mat-
ter how remote, how small, how back-
ward, or where located. And, so far as
I am concerned, they do not justify a
major war against China at this time.

Above all, in narrowing down our in-
terests, we must balance capabilities with
desires.

This, I believe, is where this adminis-
tration has been at fault. The hard lines
have not been drawn. The priorities have
not been kept clearly delineated. We have
drifted into a major war on the basis of
vague commitments and a general de-
fense of freedom. But, above all, and
most important to the public debate on
Vietnam, the administration has misled
itself and the public as to our real na-
tional interests and intentions.

If, as I contend, our national inter-
ests—and even our existence—are tied
to the future of our relations with the
Soviet Union and with Communist
China, the question we must ask our-
selves is how Vietnam is affecting these
relations. As I have said, I believe that
the war is causing our relations with
both of these countries to deteriorate.
We complain about, and fear, China’s
militancy as we once complained about,
and feared, Russia’'s militancy, Yet Viet-
nam provides China with a target ena-
bling Chinese leadership to be even more
militant and obliging the Soviets to com-
pete in a contest that can only do us
harm. What is that contest in which
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China now challenges Russia? It is the
great game of anti-Americanism,

Is it in our long-term national interest
to facilitate this, to encourage this, to
make it possible?

The war in Vietnam is thus reversing a
trend in Soviet-American relations, a
hopeful trend in terms of our future se-
curity and in terms of world stability.
‘While our relations with the Soviet Union
were by no means perfect before the war
in Vietnam became largely an American
war, the situation had certainly im-
proved.

We and they are the world’s two lead-
ing nuclear powers. I speak now of Rus-
sia and the United States. More than any
other countries, we therefore have a basic
common interest in avoiding a nuclear
war, or & war which might become nu-
clear, for any nuclear war would be
bound to destroy us both. It is paradoxi-
cal to reflect that these two countries,
which were literally at each other’s
throats 20 years ago, now have a common
interest—indeed a vital interest in every
sense of the word—in preserving peace.
What deeper mutuality of interest is
there than the avoidance of nuclear war
by the two nations bound to suffer de-
struction in a nuclear holocaust?

This common interest has produced
tangible results. The first, and most im-
portant result, is that there has been no
war involving the United States and the
Soviet Union in direct hostilities. There
have been close escapes—far too close for
comfort—in Berlin, in Korea, in Cuba,
and now in Vietnam. But peace—peace
in the sense of an absence of a war in-
volving the armed forces of these two
countries—has been preserved. And at
the same time, there has been a gradual
movement toward mutual accommoda-
tion, with agreements reached on a par-
tial test ban treaty, an outer space agree-
ment, the draft of a nonproliferation
agreement, a consular convention and
many executive agreements on various
commercial, cultural and other matters.
American citizens visit the Soviet Union
and their citizens visit here. We ex-
change publications and cultural per-
formances and our leaders meet to talk.
‘While they do not agree on every subject
they are able to communicate frankly
and rapidly.

I do not mean to deny that many fun-
damental, serious—and even danger-
ous—problems remain. Even if the war
fi. Vietnam ended tomorrow, there is a
basic ideological hostility between our-
selves and the Soviets that would un-
doubtedly persist for years to come and
would inhibit the relationship between
our two countries. The burden of past
grievances—of broken promises and hos-
tile actions—is indeed heavy. But the
trend of events—the sweep of history—
has been in the right direction between
the United States and Russia. If there
were to be as much progress in Soviet-
American relations in the next 20 years
as there has been in the past 20 years, or
half as much progress in our relations
with China, the future would look
brighter indeed.

But as long as the war in Vietnam
continues, the chances for such an im-
provement—for continuing this hopeful
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trend—egrow ever dimmer. And this is
the other danger in our seeing mirages
in Vietnam. The illusions we see neces-
sarily blind us to the realities, both at
home and in the world where American
prestige and position is eroding.

So, again as I sincerely believe, we are
not defending but damaging our national
interests in Vietnam. Despite official dis-
claimers, we are bogged down in a land
war in Asia fighting not Chinese but
Vietnamese armed with Soviet equip-
ment; dissipating that most precious na-
tional resource of all—American lives—
as well as hard-earned American money;
damaging our relations with most na-
tions in the world and in particular with
the two other most powerful countries in
the world; and risking the danger that
they will be dragged into the quagmire
with us and cause a wider war—perhaps
the war which will be the final holocaust.
In short, we are not, as a high State De-
partment official contended only a few
days ago, “maintaining the balance of
power,” but upsetting it.

At any rate, now that the administra-
tion is emphasizing the fact that we
are in Vietnam in furtherance of what
it feels are our real and vital national
interests, we can debate on this level and
the public can decide whether this is
correct.

But for my immediate purposes, let
me move a step further. What do we
do now?

The administration says it wants to
negotiate. But what is there to negotiate
if we are truly protecting our vital na-
tional interests in South Vietnam? If in
fact we are in mortal peril in Vietnam,
what is there to negotiate? We are not
going to be able to negotiate an Ameri-
can colony in South Vietnam. Moreover,
would it really be in our interest to have
an American colony in South Vietnam?
If that is what the administration means
by negotiations, we might as well forget
that and begin sending over more U S.
troops. And if we are really fighting
China, should we negotiate anything at
this point?

There is something that may be nego-.

tiable, and that is the neutralization of
Southeast Asia. So far as I am con-
cerned, this would be in our true na-
tional interest. Thus far, the administra-
tion does not seem willing to negotiate
on this basis.

A negotiated settlement is the solution
on which there is broad national con-
sensus. It has for some time been official-
ly proclaimed policy of the administra-
tion. The difficulty has been that no way
has been found to move the controversy
to the conference table.

1 wish to make clear that I do not
question the sincerity of the Johnson
administration in its statements that it
desires to resolve the Vietnam conflict by
peaceful negotiations. I doubt whether
any man living desires peace more than
President Johnson. I am sure that both
diplomatic and unofficial channels have
been used to convey our desire to nego-
tiate.

On the other hand, it appears clear,
both from administration statements
and from our action, that we seek, pri-
marily, to persuade the North Vietnam-
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ese to come fto the conference table by
means of increasing military pressure. If
is said that they will be willing to nego-
tiate when they realize that they can-
not win on the battlefield. The apparent
theory is that when the military pres-
sure reaches the point that it cannot
be withstood, when the price becomes too
heavy to pay, Hanoi will then be willing
to bargain. In such case we would be bar-
gaining from a position of strength and
they, of course, from a position of rela-
tive weakness. In reality, this is tanta-
mount to a declaration that we shall per-
severe until the North Vietnamese sur-
render.

If there are to be negotiations, there
must be something to negotiate. True ne-
gotiations involve concessions on both
sides. The subject of negotiations, if
there are to be any, must be the politi-
cal posture of Southeast Asia, in general,
and South Vietnam, in particular, in the
context of the East-West struggle.

Implicit in the statement of Secretary
Rusk is that our national interest re-
quires a Western bastion in Southeast
Asia to contain China and to insure that
Chinese domination does not extend to
all of Asia. On the other hand, Hanoi,
with the support of Peking and Mos-
cow, seeks a Southeast Asia devoid of
Western influence and a Vietnam unified
under the control of Ho Chi Minh. Be-
hind the facade of Communist bleatings
about U.S. imperialism and our own slo-
gans about self-determination, this is
what the strugegle is all about.

If we are willing to continue to pay the
price in terms of military pressure, there
is no way the North Vietnamese can
achieve their objective. We have the mili-
tary power to crush North Vietnam if
we are willing to commit substantially
larger forces to Vietnam than are there
now and to invade and oeccupy North
Vietnam. Even the proponents of a “hard
line” in Vietnam concede that this would
entail grave risk of war with China and
possibly with the Soviet Union.

No one knows what Red China would
do. It is my opinion that the Chinese
would not allow Hanoi to capitulate even
if Hanoi should wish to do so, in view of
the fact that such would result in a U.S.-
dominated Southeast Asia. We must con-
sider possible Soviet reaction to such a
possibility.

The question before the American peo-
ple is whether, under the circumstances,
we should be willing to accept less than
what is and has been our real objective
in Southeast Asia in return for a cessa-
tion of the conflict.

While we have stated our willingness
to negotiate without conditions, we have
not made clear, at least publicly, the kind
of Vietnam we envision when negotia-
tions have been completed, other than
in such phrases as “independent,” “free,”
“*self-determination,” and the like.

Something less than our real objec-
tive in Vietnam would be the neutraliza-
tion of Southeast Asia. It would also be
something less than the apparent objec-
tive of the Communists supporting the
Vietcong. It just may well be that an
indication of our willingness to settle for
neutralization would produce the nego-
tiations we have sought for many
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months, There remains the question of
whether such a settlement would serve
our vital national interests. In my opin-
ion, it would.

There are some who equate neutral-
jsm with procommunism. Others may
argue that a neutralist Southeast Asia is
tantamount to U.S. surrender, Ad-
mittedly, we would prefer that all the
states in the area be strongly pro-
‘Western.

In reality, however, I believe neutral-
ism is the best we can hope to achieve
under present circumstances. Such a re-
sult must be measured in the light of the
cost and the risks involved in continuing
present policy, and in the light of more
vital interests in other areas and in other
respects.

It seems to me that it might be con-
structive to examine some of the possible
reasons why the well-advertised peace
offensive brought no affirmative response
from those directly and indirectly sup-
porting the efforts of the Vietcong
against the Saigon government. First,
there is the point of view that Hanoi has
not responded because of a belief that
the Vietcong will achieve a military vie-
tory, that if hostilities are continued the
United States ultimately will become
tired of the conflict and withdraw. Ac-
cording to this theory, the Vietcong, with
support from Hanoi and Peking, will then
defeat the Saigon regime militarily and
engulf South Vietnam and the rest of
Southeast Asia by force of arms. If the
Vietcong leaders and the Communist
leaders in Hanoi and Peking believe this,
they should reassess their position. Re-
cent votes in Congress should make it
clear to them that despite reservations
held by many concerning wisdom of our
policy, the American people, acting
through Congress, will provide whatever
funds are required to support our mili-
tary forces committed to battle in Viet-
nam or elsewhere. As one who believes
strongly that we should not have com-
mitted combat troops to South Vietnam,
I have consistently supported the ap-
propriation of funds, and I have sought
to make it clear that I do not advocate
withdrawal of our forces under present
circumstances. In my view, any reason-
able analysis of the history of our coun-
try and of our people should convince
both friend and foe that we will not be
forced out of Vietnam by military pres-
sure.

There is a possibility, although many
refuse to concede it, that neither Hanoi
nor Peking is in a position to stop the
hostilities in South Vietnam, even if they
should desire to do so. The general view
is expressed by many that the Vietcong
are merely puppets and agents of the
Hanoi regime. On this basis, however,
there are very few facts on the public
record, There is abundant evidence of
support from Hanoi, both in terms of
manpower and material. I think there
is little question but that officials in
Hanol are in a position to, and do, exer-
cise a great deal of control over both
the strategy and tactics employed by both
their forces and indigenous forces in
South Vietnam.

On the other hand, the same may be
said about the Saigon regime. Hanoi and
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Peking charge that the Saigon regime
is an outright puppet of the United
States. Without deciding this question,
I think it is clear that the regime could
not survive without both our economic
and military assistance and the presence
of American combat forces in South
Vietnam. It must have been disconcert-
ing, if not revealing, that in the recent
Vietnam election the military junta that
campaigned with all the trappings of
power and obvious U.S. Government sup-
port received about one-third of the
popular vote. Yet we are apparently not
in a position to control the regime in all
respects. Its cooperation is required to
implement our policies. In some degree
the regime can exercise a sort of veto.
Of course, we hold a club over the heads
of this regime, so to speak, in the sense
that if it withholds its cooperation, we
could threaten to withdraw our support.
But this power is limited by the fact that
use of it would require our withdrawal
from the scene, and our Government
is not prepared to do this.

In the light of the facts of record, I
think it likely that we are in a position
to impose our view upon the Saigon re-
gime to an extent at least as great, if not
greater, than the extent to which Hanoi
can impose its view on the Vietcong. But
our freedom of action is not by any
means absolute, and it is possible that
Hanoi’s is not either.

For this reason I do not think we can
simply dismiss the Vietcong as agents of
North Vietnam. At least, it seems to me,
we should recognize the possibility that
Hanoi may not be in a position to dictate
completely the course of action to be
followed by the Vietcong except by ex-
ercise of its ultimate power to cut off
support and withdraw completely from
the conflict. If such conditions should in
fact exist, Hanoi might conceivably find
it as difficult as would we to exercise its
prerogative of withdrawing all support.

This raises the question, Mr, President,
of recognition of the Vietcong as a party
of interest to be dealt with, should a
negotiation of the controversy become
feasible. Frankly, I do not see how a
cease-fire could be negotiated over the
heads of the Vietcong unless we assume
that the Vietcong have no leadership at
all other than that which comes from
Hanoi. In the light of the publicly known
facts, it seems to me at least possible
that this is an unwise assumption.

On the question of dealing with the
Vietcong, the position of the administra-
tion is not entirely clear. the President
has said with reference to possible nego-
tiations:

The Vietcong would not have difficulty
being represented and having thelr views
represented, if for a moment Hanol decided

she wanted to cease aggression. I don't think
that would be an insurmountable problem.

I am unsure whether the quoted state-
ment means or is intended to mean that
we would consider negotiating with the
Vietcong as one of the parties of interest
or whether it means merely that it is
our position that the views of the Viet-
cong could adequately be represented by
Hanoi or someone else.

In my view the points should be clari-
filed. I assume that the administration
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has more information about the Viet-
cong, the individuals located in South
Vietnam who are its leaders, its organi-
zation, and so forth, than is available to
the public generally. It is said that the
Vietcong have some kind of governmental
or quasi-governmental structure, that it
levies taxes and exercises other govern-
mental powers in the areas of South Viet-
nam which it controls. There is bound to
be some kind of local organization of the
effort of the Vietcong on the local scene.
Direction of the Vietcong military effort
and its other activities simply could not
be exclusively effected by those pulling
strings from Hanoi. If such is in fact
done. Hanoi has apparently perfected
administrative techniques which are
extraordinarily effective.

I do not have the facts upon which to
base a firm conclusion about the degree
of autonomy, if any, exercised by Viet-
cong indigenous to South Vietnam. It is
my hope that more facts on this point
will become available and it is my hope
that the administration will clarify its
position on this point in the interest of
facilitating possible negotiations of the
controversy. :

If negotiations are to be held, it is first
necessary to determine the parties who
are to be participants. In considering
this matter it is pertinent to note that
the struggle now underway in Vietnam
is, in many respects, but a continuation
of the conflict which began after World
War II which the Geneva accords of
1954 attempted to resolve. The “settle-
ment” in Geneva involved all of what
was generally known as Indochina. Dis-
sident elements in the areas known as
Laos, Cambodia, and Vietnam were in
revolt against the French. Separate
cease-fire agreements were reached
with respect to each of the three areas,
but they were all a part of the same
package.

U.S. policy in Vietnam cannot be con-
sidered separate and apart from our pol-
icy in all of Southeast Asia. If there is
to be a political settlement it must be a
settlement to which all concerned will
subscribe or agree.

No lasting settlement or accommoda-
tion can be achieved if negotiations are
conducted only among major powers
with the thought that the terms upon
which the major powers agree can be
imposed upon Southeast Asia without re~
gard to the wishes of the people there.
In my view, if negotiations are to pro-
duce lasting benefit, they must involve
discussions at multiple levels,

First, if negotiations are held under
any conditions short of total destruction
of the Vietcong, it would seem that there
will have to be negotiations between the
Saigon regime and the National Libera-
tion Front.

At the next level up the scale, nego-
tiations will be required between South
Vietnam and North Vietnam for the pur-
pose of resolving whether and under
what circumstances the reunification of
Vietnam is to become a fact or whether
there are to be two permanent sovereign
nations.

Negotiations will be required on what
may be called the Southeast Asia level
including participation by Vietnam—
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North and South—Laos, Cambodia,
Thailand, and Burma for the purpose of
determining what will be the relationship
among these countries and resolving such
conflicts as may arise.

Further negotiations between major
world powers will be required if there is
to be an accommodation with respect to
major power interest in Southeast Asia.
Without such an accommodation there
could be no lasting stability in this area
of the world.

Fifth and finally, there should be nego-
tiations at the United Nations level to
invoke the seal of world opinion on the
overall settlement.

I do not suggest that there should be
five different conferences running seri-
atim or concurrently. It does seem to me,
however, that the question of peace in
Southeast Asia involves understandings
and resolution of problems at each of the
levels I have indicated. A settlement dic-
tated from above will surely come un-
raveled if it merely covers up and does
nof resolve possible conflicts of interest
at each level. The problems of bringing
about negotiations in such depth are
formidable and challenging, but if we are
to avoid the wider war about which con-
cern has been expressed, something along
this line will be required.

Another possible reason why there has
been no affirmative response to the Presi-
dent’s call for negotiations is that Hanoi,
Peking and/or the Vietcong—if indeed
the Vietcong does have an identity sepa-
rate from Hanoi—may feel that they do
not have sufficiently certain knowledge
about our objectives in Vietnam and in
Southeast Asia generally. This is not
simply a question of whether our official
statements are to be believed. I refer
rather to the fact that official statements
by the President and the Secretary of
State are sometimes not specific about
the kind of Vietnam we seek or would
be willing to accept. Without in any way
undertaking to attack the credibility of
the administration, I must confess that
there is some doubt in my mind about
the official position of the United States
with respect to some of the subjects upon
which it would be necessary to reach
agreement if there is to be a meaningful
negotiation of the Vietnam problem.

President Johnson has stated on
numerous occasions that we seek only
limited objectives in Vietnam and that
the United States is prepared to partici-
pate in “negotiations without precon-
ditions.” I, at least, am not sure just
what this means. I interpret Presidential
pronouncements in this regard to mean
that the United States would not insist
upon banning discussion of any relevant
issue raised by any party to negotiations
and that we would not in advance stake
out any issues, as many as are negoti-
able.

I do not see how any statement could
be broader in terms of our willingness to
discuss anything with anybody at any
time, but in essence such statements are
of a procedural rather than a substantive
nature. They do not constitute a policy
or a program for Southeast Asia; rather
they reflect, perhaps, our disposition to
keep an open mind on any question.

The most concise and complete state-
ment of the U.S. position with respect to
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negotiations of which I am aware was
included in the presentation of the Sec-
retary of State in his testimony before
the Senate Foreign Relations Committee.
In his prepared statement the Secretary
outlined the limited nature of our objec-
tives. He disavowed any selfish motive
for our involvement in Southeast Asia,
and he reiterated the 14 points which,
when issued by the Department of State
on January 3, were described as “ele-
ments which the United States believes
can go into peace in Southeast Asia.”
The recent statements of President
Johnson and Secretary Rusk are ringing.
Unfortunately, however, the specifics of
what we actually propose as an alterna-
tive to a war for total victory in Vietnam
are not so clear. By way of illustration I
cite the vagueness and ambiguities in-
herent even to this day in official state-
ments on just what our position is.
First. I have already referred to the
lack of clarity in official statements about
the role, if any, that would be played by
the Vietcong if negotiations are held.
Second. In his statement before the
committee, Secretary Rusk said:
What we seek in South Vietnam is to bring
about a restoration of the conditions con-
templated by the Accords of 1954.

A somewhat similar statement is in-
corporated as point No. 1 of the 14 points
which outlines our position. Point No. 1
provides:

The Geneva agreements of 1954 and 1962
are an adequate basis for peace in South-
east Asia.

Quite frankly, Mr. President, I do not
know what these statements mean. The
Geneva accords contained provisions for
a cease-fire which were to be followed by
free elections throughout Vietnam which
were scheduled to be held in 1956 for the
purpose of establishing a government in
all of Vietnam in accordance with the
wishes of the Vietnamese. I will not at
this time go into the reasons why these
elections were not held, but the fact is
that they were not held. And we know
why they were not held. The point to
which I now address myself is the fact
that the Secretary does not now speak
of elections to be held throughout Viet-
nam but only of elections in South Viet-
nam. This is not what was ‘“contem-
plated’ in the Geneva accords of 1954.

U.S. position with respect to
elections is set forth in point 9 of the 14
points. It states as follows:

We support free elections in South Vietnam
to give the South Vietnamese a government
of their own choice.

Later in his testimony before the com-
mittee, as found on page 655 of the hear-
ings, Secretary Rusk again made it clear
that when he spoke of elections he meant
elections in South Vietnam.

This is far more than merely an exer-
cise in semantics. It goes to the heart of
the question of whether we have in fact
totally rejected the concept of reunifica-
tion contemplated in the Geneva accords
in favor of a permanent division of Viet-
nam into two nations.

Point No. 10 of our 14 points states:

The question of reunification of Vietnam
should be determined by the Vietnamese
through their own free declsion.
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I confess also, Mr. President, that I do
not know what this statement means. In
the light of Secretary Rusk’s testimony,
and subsequent statements by President
Johnson and the Secretary of State, I do
not believe it means that the United
States has agreed to endorse and abide
by elections to be held throughout Viet-
nam. Perhaps it may mean that after
dual sovereignty is established, the ques-
tion of reunification should be deter-
mined by the people of the two nations
acting separately in accordance with the
majority will in each.

In my view, it would be helpful if our
position on this question were clarified.

Third. Point No, 8 of the 14 points
states as follows:

We do not desire to retain U.S. troops in
South Vietnam after peace is assured.

Of course, Mr. President, we do not
“desire” to retain U.S. troops in South
Vietnam after peace is assured. But by
so stating we do not outline the condi-
tions under which we would agree to
withdraw our troops.

Obviously, troops from some source
will have to remain in Vietnam for a
number of years before peace is assured.
Just what do we propose in this regard?
Is there perhaps a proper role for the
U.N. to play in providing an interna-
tional security force along the lines of
that dispatched to the Middle East to
assure that the terms agreed upon at
any conference are fulfilled? It seems to
me the point is worth developing.

Mr. President, notwithstanding the
eloquence of President Johnson and Sec-
retary Rusk, I have neither seen nor
heard a clear statement of the kind of
settlement we would seek by negotiation
if negotiations are held. I doubt if we can
realistically expect meaningful negotia-
tions until there is such a statement.

It is perfectly proper to say and to re-
iterate that we will confer with anybody
at any time at any place and about any-
thing. I observe, however, that if discus-
sions are held with no more concrete an
agenda than this, they are unlikely to be
fruitful. It is said that we cannot afford
to lay all of our cards face up on the
table lest we be asked to make conces-
sion in the interest of reasonable com-
promise. There is some validity to this
argument as a general proposition. If our
proposals are fair, however, as I am sure
ours would be, and if they were presented
from a position of strength, which our
forces already in Vietnam assure, there
is no reason why we should be called
upon to retreat from them.

There is certainly no guarantee that a
more precise statement of U.S. objec-
tives would bring our adversaries to the
conference table. I believe, however, it
is worth trying. We should continue to
avoid imposing “conditions” for negotia-
tions, but I believe we should propose
more clearly and more precisely the con-
ditions for peace.

We have stumbled into a morass in
Vietnam. We must decide to negotiate
ourselves out of it. We must decide—de-
cide definitely and irrevocably—to nego-
tiate disengagement from Vietnam, not
from Asia but from Vietnam, honorably
and honestly, which means, in my opin-
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ion, on condition that Vietnam be neu-
tralized.

Having lost our innocence in Vietnam,
can we retain our honor? I believe that
we can because of the common inter-
ests—if we and they can but see them
through the smoke and fire of war—that
exists even between the North Vietnam-
ese and the people of the United States.
Even between antagonists there are com-
mon interests—commeon interests that
are forgotten in the heat of war where the
first casualty is always truth and the
second might be said to be objectivity.

The first common interest we share is a
desire and need to end the war, Ameri-
can lives are being lost and American
treasure spent, but the North Vietnamese
are losing far more. By ending the war,
we could save our lives and our precious
material resources. But they could save
their country.

The second, and more subtle, common
interest is that it seems logical to me to
assume that neither the North Viet-
namese nor, for that matter, the Soviets
would want necessarily to see the United
States humiliated and bereft of power in
Asia, for the result would surely be a
surge of Chinese influence throughout
the Asian Continent, A peace with honor
is, therefore, not only essential for us;
it should be essential for North Viet-
nam as well, if she still clings, as she
has clung for a thousand years, to her
own nationalism.

Of course, if our vital national inter-
est demands that South Vietnam be a
U.S. satellite, we should not try to nego-
tiate neutralization. But, in my view,
such is not the case.

There are indications that our posi-
tion and policy in Vietnam is now under
review, or has been under review. Care-
ful review is certainly imperative.

It is disturbing to recall that each time
our policy has been reviewed by Presi-
dent Johnson, the result has been a
deeper involvement, a further escalation.
As we have become more heavily com-
mitted, step by step, the problem has
become more complex, solutions have be-
come more elusive, and the potential
consequences of any course of action
have become graver.

This pattern of step by step escalation
of our commitment, accompanied with
repeated assurances that ‘“we seek no
wider war,” concerns me greatly, and I
am apprehensive that this pattern may
now be continued.

We have been told repeatedly that we
are in Vietnam only to help the Viet-
namese help themselves. This was not to
become an American war. But we have
gone by successive stages from the ex-
tension of economie aid, to military aid,
to military ‘“advisers” and technicians,
to troops to protect vital American in-
stallations, and finally to full-scale of-
fensive commitment of U.S. ground
forces and bombing of North Vietnam.
It has become an American war, and
now involves, we are told, our vital na-
tional interests.

From a review of the record, it seems
clear to me that we have no legal com-
mitment that requires us to expend the
effort we have undertaken in Vietnam.
What actual commitment we have there,
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we have managed to create for ourselves.
It is as if, by saying over and over pub-
licly that we are committed to restore
order and tranquillity in South Vietnam,
we have somehow convinced ourselves
that we are legally bound and honor
bound to do so, whatever the cost.

In addition to whatever formal legal
commitment we may or may not have
in Vietnam, there is what is called our
moral commitment to assist a people in
quest of freedom. Lest we be ecarried
away by this emotional, idealistic ap-
peal, let us remember that there are
many other Communist regimes, in
China, in Russia—yes, and there is one
in Cuba. Our moral commitment to
liberate our neighboring people in Cuba
should be at least equally strong. Even
so, it does not necessarily follow that we
should launch a major military effort to
overthrow Castro. These indefinite
“moral commitments’” have their limita-
tions. They must be measured by our
own “vital national interest.”

In the final analysis, we should be
guided by these vital national interests.
It has long been my view and, as I have
said, it is now my conviction that our
national interests are not served by a
major military operation in Southeast
Asia.

Even if we accept the inevitability of
military solutions to cold war problems,
it is difficult to imagine more disadvan-
tageous conditions under which to wage
war than those whiech prevail in South
Vietnam.

Moreover, we stand virtually alone in
the struggle. We have received only
token support from a few of our small
allies. Other free world nations do not
even agree with what we are doing in
this unhappy area. They find it difficult
to understand why we are there, why we
wage war there. It is not that our Gov-
ernment has failed to declaim our posi-
tion. It is, I believe, simply that they do
not believe that either their interests or
our vital interests are served by this
war. In going it alone, we violate the
sound prineiple of collective security to
which we committed ourselves when we
subscribed to the United Nations Char-
ter. We cannot, standing alone, remake
the world, and it does not serve our vital
national interests to try on the scale and
under the conditions which prevail in
Vietnam.

We must be guided, I submit, by our
position and our posture on a global
basis, with recognition of the fact that
our strength, though greater than that
ever enjoyed by any other nation, is not
limitless.

As we have become increasingly com-
mitted in Vietnam, other pastures look
correspondingly greener to our major
adversaries. The Soviets were and are
tempted, I believe, to encourage trouble
in the Middle East by our deep involv-
ment in Vietnam. They may be tempted
toward other adventures in Latin Amer-
ica, in the eastern Mediterranean, in
Berlin, in Africa, or elsewhere in Asia.
If so, our heavy commitment in Vietnam
lessens our capability to respond quickly
and effectively, or at least the Commu-
nists may think so.

Every time the war is escalated, the
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danger of war with China, and perhaps
with Russia, too, increases. If we con-
tinue to escalate, such a conflict may
well become inevitable. With or without
initial Soviet intervention in a United
States-China war, such a conflict would
almost certainly degenerate into a nu-
clear war. We could hardly fight the
hordes of Chinese on their home grounds
without resort at least to tactical nuclear
weapons, And when nuclear weapons are
used, the very existence of our civiliza-
tion is in jeopardy.

Mr, President, these are some of the
difficulties and some of the dangers we
face. From the standpoint of our national
interest, the basic question is whether the
stakes are sufficiently high to warrant
the risks we assume. In my view, they
are not.

Once more, I earnestly advise and en-
treat that this war be kept within bounds
which appear manageable, with limited
goals and limited commitments, that
goal being a tolerable political arrange-
ment that would permit honorable dis-
engagement of U.S. combat forces at the
earliest feasible time. Once again, I ad-
vise and entreat against a wider war,
against a commitment to total military
victory in a major war in Asia. Once
again, I urge the view that this would be
contrary to our true national interest.
Here, it seems to me, is the great issue
now under debate, as I have said, not
only in the U.S. Senate, but also around
gvgfy fireplace and around every coffee

able.

I do not say lightly that we are not
serving but disserving our national in-
terests in Vietnam. I say it with the deep-
est of convictions and would only say so
while entertaining such convictions.

Secretary Rusk said last week that
“the debate in which we are now involved
is essentially a debate about detail.” I
think that he is quite wrong. We are not
debating about *“detail” but about the
most important questions a nation can
debate: Whether its sons are dying for a
true cause, whether its leaders perceive
or misperceive where the country’s vital
interests lie, what the present promises
for its citizens and the future holds for
its heirs. These are the questions that
all of us—and particularly those of us
here who hold a public trust—must ask
ourselves without fear of the conse-
quences.

THE RIGHT TO DISSENT IS A DIS-
TINCTION OF DEMOCRACY

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, the
right to dissent is a distinction of democ-
racy. Difference of opinion has marked
every war of our Republic including the
Revolution that gave us birth.

Only a third of the colonists fought
that war for freedom. One-third re-
mained stanchly loyal to Britain, One-
third sat on the sidelines—uncommitted.

History repeats itself. We defend the
right peaceably to assemble—even when
the dimensions of the assembly are over-
played by our modern miracles of com-
munication. Such was that Washington
assembly Saturday.

Some media saw it in its proper light.
The Providence Sunday Journal of last
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Sunday, in part, made this comment:

The eyes of the world were on Washington
this past weekend. . . . Both those who
marched and those who watched or read
should remember that the right peaceably
to assemble and protest is not a license to
abuse the rights of others, to interfere with
the operations of a city or to hamstring the
functioning of our government. The right
peaceably to assemble and protest carries the
responsibility of doing just that—and only
that.

If the demonstration had held within
peaceful bounds, the guard would have been
superfluous—but there was disorder—and
there was no choice but to bring it under
control.

Now, the majority of the marchers
were peaceable—and the militant minor-
ity only damaged their cause—and
brought shame on themselves—and
shame on all of us if the world thinks
that they represent America.

One commentator declared it “was dif-
ficult to repeat publicly the ugly and vul-
gar provocations of many of the mili-
tants. They spat upon some of the sol-
diers of the front line at the Pentagon
and goaded them with the most vicious
personal insults.”

And these soldiers—thus vilified—
might be your sons—obeying the com-
mand—serving at the post of duty.

What the post of duty means to a sol-
dier—and to his father—is exemplified
in a letter I had the honor to receive
this past week.

Above all the headlines of hate—above
all the mad marches of the misguided—
above all the voices of violence—to turn
from the spit-stained walls of the Penta-
gon to the beauty of this letter is to find a
faith in America refreshed and renewed.

Mr. President, there is evident be-
tween the lines of a letter from a father’s
heart an exhortation of patriotism and
pride in his fellow men. I am honored to
read to the Senate this father’s letter.

PrROVIDENCE, R.I,
October 12, 1967.

Dear Sm: First may I extend my sincere
thanks for your assistance a year or more
ago, when at that time, I asked your help
in deftermining, due to an ear injury,
whether my son a member of the United
States Marine Corps, was fit for combat duty.

Mr. President, the next two para-
graphs are complimentary to me. They
are not pertinent to the point I wish to
make and, therefore, I shall skip them
and I shall now read the next para-
graph:

It has been a good many months since
you were of such tremendous help to me, I
thought you might be interested in know-
ing that my son, this boy whom you did so
much for, has just returned home to Provi-
dence on a 30 day leave.

He has volunteered to return to Viet Nam
and leaves Providence on Nov. 4th to return
directly to0 his outfit in the Third Marine
Division where he has been stationed in the
D.M.Z. for the past 15 months. He has been
at the Marine outpost at Con Thien. He re-
turned home with two Purple Hearts. The
first time he was hit he was flown to the
hospital ship Repose where he spent 35 days
and then flown back to his outfit just below
the border zone,

His second wound was from a poisoned
bamboo stake which penetrated the sole of
his shoe when he dropped into a hole the
VC had set up with these polsoned stakes
sticking up in the hole.
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I am neither a Dove nor a Hawk, and must
admit that I have been, and still am very
confused as to our policies in Viet Nam.
However one thing I am sure of, leaving aside
our policles, I can now state that there is
no doubt in my mind as to whether or not
we should be there. After spending many
long hours, late into the night, talking to my
son, talking about all phases of Viet Nam
I am firmly convinced that we have no
choice—we belong there—we can't pull out.
We have to see this through to the end.

I have given my only son to this cause, he
has been returned o me for 30 short days, at
the end of this leave he will return to Viet
Nam. There is a very good possibility that
we will never see him again. I think therefore
1 can speak with authority. I am convinced
that he should go back. Just as I am sure
that while we don't have a solution, we have
got to keep going, there can be no wavering,
there can be no indecision, we need neither
Doves nor Hawks.

It is very easy for a person to get up on the
floor of the Senate and criticize, but what
constructive substitute is this person offer-
ing to help our cause? There is no one who
hes more at stake in this Viet Nam affair
than I have.

I have a tremendous amount of respect
for you, the President, and all the others who
have the weight of responsibility for solving
Viet Nam on their shoulders. There have
been mistakes made in the past and there
will certainly be 'more made in the future.

None of us are God, we are all from the
President on down just human beings, who
will make human mistakes, wrong judg-
ments, and all the other weaknesses that
make us human.

All we need is a firm determination that
we are right, a united front, and a will to
win, with these three simple things the
more complicated solution to this Viet Nam
problem will come in time. A return to the
idea of my country right or wrong wouldn't
be a bad start.

I only wish there was some way that I
could get across to our vacillating country
that our biggest enemy is not the V.C. or
the Chinese, or the Russians. It is simply
our own lack of determination, will to win,
and whole hearted support of our President
and our duly elected representatives.

Very truly yours,
FREDERICK B. JOHNSON,

CONTINUING APPROPRIATIONS, 1968

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 888)
making continuing appropriations for
the fiscal year 1968, and for other pur-
poses.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Srona in the chair). The question is on
agreeing to the first committee amend-
ment.

Mr, BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will eall the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the guorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, would the clerk restate the first
committee amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will restate the first committee amend-
ment.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page
1, line 5, after the word “thereof,” strike
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out “November 23, 1967” and insert

“November 15, 1967.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the committee
amendment.

The committee amendment was agreed

AMENDMENT NO. 416

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I call up
my amendment and ask that the clerk
read it for the information of the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will first report the second committee
amendment.

The LeGISLATIVE CLERK. Beginning on
page 1, line 6, strike the following
language:

And by adding the following language:

“Provided further that for fiscal year 1968,
unless hostilities in Viet Nam and Southeast
Asja should cease earlier, Federal spending
of appropriated funds except expenditures
from trust funds by each Department and
Agency of government, including the Legisla-
tive and Judicial branches, except for mili-
tary expenditures of the Department of De-
fense directly related to our inyolyement in
Southeast Asla, including pay of all military
personnel, the payment of interest on the
National Debt, payments under the Social
Security Act, veterans and other retirement
benefits, medicare and old age assistance pay-
ments, shall not exceed the amount expended
during fiscal year 1967, except that the limi-
tation on the Department of Transportation
shall not be more than 95 per centum of the
Budgeted amount for 1968. Provided further
that where deemed necessary to maintain
mall service, the President iz authorized to
exempt the Post Office Department from the
provisions of this Act; and provided further,
should the President deem it necessary for
collection of revenue, he is authorized to
exempt, to the extent necessary, the Internal
Revenue and Customs Services.

“Provided further that such reduction of
expenditures Insofar as practical may be
made by stretching out the time schedule
of performance and payment on confracts
s0 as not to require the elimination of new
construction starts, and by each Department
and Agency not filling vacancles.

“Provided further, that net aggregate ad-
ministrative budget expenditures during the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1868 shall not ex-
ceed $131,500,000,000, except by those expen-
ditures in excess of $22 billlon that the Presi-
dent may determine are necessary in behalf
of our military effort in Southeast Asla.

“Provided further, that appropriations
made by Public Law 90-102, as amended,
shall be avallable for activities budgeted
under ‘Office of Economic Opportunity, Eco-
nomic Opportunity Program’ at a rate not In
excess of that which would be provided for
by an appropriation of $1,200,000,000 for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1968.

“Sec. . Obligations during the perlod by
section 1 hereof for activities to be authorized
by the Foreign Assistance Act of 18967 (S.
1872 or similar legislation) shall not exceed
an annual rate of $2,000,000,000 during the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1968".

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will now state the amendment of the
Senator from Scuth Dakota.

The LecisLaTIVE CLERK. In lieu of the
maftter proposed to be stricken by the
committee amendment on page 1, line 6,
beginning with the word “and”, insert
the following:

Sec. 2. (a) Bubsequent to the enactment
into law during the first session of the
Ninetieth Congress of the appropriation bills
for fiscal year 1968, the executive branch is
directed, subject to subsection (b), to reduce
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by at least 5 per centum each line item
appropriation (other than appropriations for
military functions and those items deter-
mined by the Director of the Bureau of the
Budget not to be subject to administrative
control) contained in such bills.

(b) In order to provide for the most effec-
tive uze of appropriations reduced in accord-
ance with subsection (a), the Presldent may
make such transfers between appropriation
accounts as miay be necessary, but no such
transfer shall cause any item of appropriation
to be increased to an amount in excess of the
amount provided in the appropriation bill.

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, as I said
in the Senate yesterday, in discussing
in detail the amendment which I men-
tioned I would offer today, the purport
of my amendment is simply to add to
the continuing resolution, in which we
have just agreed now to the date in
November, a meaningful manifestation
and an effective effort to associate the
Senate of the United States with the
House of Representatives in its efforts
to bring about economy in this period
of perilous inflation. So my amendment
would mean, in addition to extending
the date to shortly before Thanksgiving,
that we would also include instructions
to the President that we want a 5-per-
cent cut in appropriations of those con-
trollable expenditures which are listed in
the committee report and in the hear-
ings, and where it is possible to bring
about these economies.

In order to be abundantly sure that
this is done in an effective and efficient
manner, it provides, in the second para-
graph, that the President shall have the
right to exercise limited transferability;
so that if there is, in his opinion, and on
the basis of information provided by his
expert advisers, certain particular line
items which could not be cut by 5 per-
cent without damage to our national
security, such as the FBI, for example,
or which would do damage, perhaps, to
a situation such as we confront with the
constantly increasing number of veterans
being handled by the Veterans’ Adminis-
tration, a lesser cutf, or no cut at all,
could be made in those areas, and a
larger cut in other areas where econo-
mies can be very definitely implemented.
So that the overall picture is a 5-percent
cut, as against a basic factor of $38 bil-
lion to $40 billion in controllable ex-
penditures. This would mean that we
would instruet the White House to bring
about a further cutback of $1.9 billion
or $2 billion, as against the appropria-
tion levels passed by the Congress of the
United States.

In brief, this amendment offers the
Senate an opportunity to join with the
House in an effective effort to bring about
some order in our fiscal policies, which
everybody now realizes have gotten so
far out of hand that we face the neces-
sity, as the Senator from Delaware [Mr.
WiLriams] has sald so eloquently this
afternoon, of having to pass a big tax
surcharge. Even with that, the tax money
so raised would amount to only as much
as my amendment would permit to be
saved, when we totalize it in terms of
economy effectuated by the Congress.

Mr. President, if conditions are bad
enough to justify increases in taxes, they
are bad enough to justify some economies
being implemented by this Congress
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first; and if we did both, we would be
bringing about a situation providing per-
haps $12 billion in a saving of expendi-
tures as against a $26 billion projected
deficit for this fiscal year. So we would
still be well over 50 percent beyond the
anticipated deficit which the President
of the United States announced was
going to be the result of his budget when
he gave us his budgetary message last
January and told us we would confront
only an $8 billion deficit.

I believe the country wants, and it is
very obvious because of its action that
the House wants, and I think the Senate
should want, this particular Congress to
do something to meet these challenges.
I think we ought to have less spending,
and I think the country wants less spend-
ing, less deficit spending, in this era of
war. I think we ought to provide action
to create less inflation. I think that is
imperative if we are not to impose upon
the poor people of this country, and
those with fixed incomes, the elderly, and
those on the farms and ranches who have
little protection against it, what the Pres-
ident has rightfully called the cruelest
tax of all—the tax of inflation—because
the effect of inflation is exactly like that
of a tax increase. It reduces the purchas-
ing power of the householder. It reduces
the purchasing power of every citizen of
this country precisely as though a na-
tional sales tax had been imposed, to re-
duce the capacity of his earning power
and his resources to supply the needs of
his family.

Mr. President, I think the country is
tired—just dog tired—of this Congress
and this administration following any
longer the hypocritical theory which
originated with Harry Hopkins when he
said they were proposing to spend and
spend and spend and tax and tax and
tax. I thought we had had enough of that
Harry Hopkins era, but we are right back
to it again, and somebody has to break
this logjam.

I think the country is sick and tired of
this buckpassing between the President
and the Congress. My proposal involves a
joint effort. It is—I repeat—a good faith
amendment. If we are to bring about any
economies, we will not get them by Con-
gress begging the President to tell us
what economies he is going to bring
about before we pass a tax bill. We are
not going to bring economies about by
having the President say, “Pass a tax bill
and, some day, I will surprise you by tell-
ing you how I will effectuate some econ-
omies.” We have had this stalemate for
over a month. The time has come to
break it and get action. This is a joint ef-
fort; this is a cooperative effort; this is
not a buckpassing effort. This tests the
sincerity of the White House, as it tests
the sincerity of the Congress. Do we
want to economize or do we simply want
to talk about it some more with happy
and pious and meaningless phrases?

! The statistics are about as follows. The

Congress has economized to the extent of

‘about $2 billion on the appropriation

bills which we have thus far enacted,
which means that we have given the

resident about $2 billion less than he
requested. That is an economy brought
about by congressional action. On the
remaining appropriation bills that are in
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conference or that have nct yet been en-
acted, it is hoped we can save another
$2 billion or perhaps $3 billion, This
means that we expect to reduce the
Presidential requests by a total effort of
from $4 to $5 billion.

By this amendment we will slash back
from controllable expenditures approxi-
mately another $2 billion. So we will
wind up with a total congressional sav-
ing, if my amendment is adopted, as
against the budgetary requests of the
President, of between $6 and $7 billion.
That is almost the precise amount the
President says he will get by taking it
away from the taxpayers with a 10-per-
cent surtax, if Congress makes it possible
for him to do so.

I think the Senator from Delaware
[Mr. WirLiams] makes good sense when
he says we may have to do more than
recognize the $2 billion we have saved,
the $2 to $3 billion we would expect to
save, in the remaining appropriation
bills, and the $2 billion to be saved by
the Mundt amendment. We may still
face a tax bill and the necessity of pass-
ing one, because the fires of inflation are
burning hotter every day. Pick up any
newspaper; ask any financial economist.
This country is flirting with finanecial
disaster while Congress and the Presi-
dent engage in meaningless buckpassing
and counteraccusations as to who should
initate economy.

The House has met that challenge.
The House has proposed to cut out an
amount roughly estimated fto be $7 bil-
lion by adopting an amendment the
ramifications of which nobody can define
accurately.

The testimony before the Senate Com-
mittee on Appropriations is in the hear-
ings. As I said yesterday, I hope every
Senator will read the hearings before he
votes on these decisions, because the
hearings are a small package of about 85
pages. The most meaningful discussions
begin at page 49 and end at page 73.
What occurred prior to that was merely
the old drama of buckpassing.

Director Schultze was saying, “You
cannot economize in this way; you can-
not economize in that way. You cannot
take that course of action. The House
action is wrong here; it is dangerous
there, it is discriminatory there.”

Finally, I said, “Mr. Director, we have
been listening for 2 days to the dirge of
‘do nothing.” Do you or do you not be-
live that the Nation faces a financial
crisis?”

He said, “Yes,” because he is an hon-
est man.

I said, “Look ahead. Let us throw away
the big, composite basket of nyets and
noes and try to find some way in which
we can light a little candle in the dark-
ness and move down the road to econ-
Dmy."

‘We had the able assistance of the Sen-
ator from Rhode Island [Mr. PASTORE].
His questions are in the hearings. He
induced the Director of the Budget, fi-
nally, to list the items, the agencies, the
activities, and the functions of the bu-
reaus and departments of the Govern-
ment which have a total of almost $40
billion which is controllable by reduc-
tions; where there are no fixed charges;
where there would be no effect on vet-
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erans’ pensions or interest on the na-
tional debt; but on which we can work
and as to which we can tailor some kind
of economy measure.

So I urge my fellow Senators not to
delay longer. This is almost the end of
October. We have been talking about
economy for more than 10 months, Now
we have a chance to do something spe-
cific about it. The era of conversation
should be past, and the period of action
should be here.

I do not think it is the proper approach
to take the House action per se, and lock
up in conference with no flexibility and
no right of review a $7 billion cut spon-
taneously initiated on the floor of the
House of Representatives. My proposal
will give us some flexibility of action.

It will provide an opportunity for re-
view and careful analysis. We will put
the Senate of the United States on rec-
ord in favor of economy, just as the
House has been put on record, and will
take to conference those messages from
both Houses. We will meet in the old
U.S. Supreme Court Chamber. We will
have the whole picture before us. We
will have the record of definite action by
the House membership before us. We
will have the recommendation of the
House Appropriations Committee, which
was another approach to a cut, before us.
We will have this proposed amendment
before us, and, within the broad bound-
aries of those limitations on the confer-
ence committee, we will have just one
simple directive: “When you come back,
do not come back with just a continuing
resolution that says ‘Mr. Taxpayer, we
ducked the issue, we delayed the deci-
sion; we do not want to face up to the
facts.” Come back with some economies
included.”

We will be under a mandate from both
Houses of Congress saying, “Do some-
thing about some economy. Do not wait
until November 15, when it is too late to
make any appropriate deductions, to
make that decision which you should
make now, but sit there in conference
until you come up with a continuation
resolution which has some meaningful
words in terms of reducing Federal ex-
penditures.”

I think that one big merit of my ap-
proach is that it does not lock any doors.
It does not freeze anything into a fixed
formula. It enables us to bring in the Di-
rector of the Budget, the Comptroller
‘General, and the heads of agencies, and
search out some places where we can
make cuts with the least pain and agony
to the public and the country generally
and which are most conducive to the
public interest.

I am not saying we can make cuts that
nobody will oppose, or that we can ex-
pect to find some happy places where we
have been so reckless in our expendi-
tures that we can save a couple of bil-
lion dollars completely painlessly. But we
have to have a priority list. We begged
and pleaded and tried as hard as we
could to persuade the Director of the
Budget to suggest some priorities, and we
were unsuccessful.

But my amendment provides complete
flexibility of action. We can rewrite the
approach; we can fix the amounts; we
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can expand or decrease the limit of
transferability; we can raise or decrease
the economy percentages; we can take
the House amendment; we can take the
amendment of the House Appropriations
Committee; or we can take the Mundt
amendment but we cannot come back
and say, ‘“No, our colleagues of the House
and the Senate, we have ignored your
mandate for economy and we are just
going to keep on spending.” For there
will be a mandate from both Houses to
economize,

So my amendment, first of all, puts a
mandate on the U.S. Senate for some belt
tightening.

Second, Mr. President, I am not go-
ing to vote simply for a continuing reso-
lution, even if I am the only Senator to
vote “No,” because to do that is to re-
pudiate and reject the House of Repre-
sentatives, which, by a majority of 110
votes, said, “We want some major econ-
omies”; and they enacted it into their
bill and sent it over to us. I shall not be
among those who would say to our col-
leagues in the House of Representatives,
“You do not know what you are talking
about, saving. That is an old fashioned
notion. What do you mean by passing
something to save some money?”

I salute the House Members for their
effort. I applaud them for the diligence
with which they approached the prob-
lem. I think there are some errors in their
approach. We should approach the mat-
ter with the greatest degree of skill and
efficiency possible. But I am not going to
repudiate their efforts to bring about
some economy by saying, ‘‘Oh, no, we in
the Senate say, ‘Just continue the reso-
lution to November 15 and go on record
as asking for no economy at all." ” Count
me out when that rollcall comes. I will
be voting a perhaps very lonely “No.”

Third, this gives the Senate a positive
approach, a positive formula for action,
rather than continuing a do-nothing at-
titude of negativism, whereby we simply
postpone and defer decisions which we
actually should have been making 2
months ago, if not 4 months ago. We
have run out of waiting time; because we
are approaching the end of this session
of Congress and of this calendar year.

I point out again that this amend-
ment would provide us with latitude, in
conjunction with a directive of both
Houses of Congress to meet in confer-
ence and bring back to both Houses for
further consideration the approach rec-
ommended by the conference for econo-
mizing in this particular session of Con-
gress, and with this particular budget.

Mr. President, if the Senate has the
will to economize—and I do not know; I
have heard the speeches, but I suppose
we are going to have to test it with a
vote—but if the Senate has the will, this
is a way. I am talking only about the
Mundt amendment. I am talking about
the fact that we will have placed before
this council of our elders, the ranking
members of the Appropriations Commit-
tees of the Senate and the House of Rep-
resentatives, meeting in conference to-
gether, a mandate to cut back on ex-
penditures now.

That is the way. I repeat, if we have
the will, this is the way; this is the place;
and now is the hour. Let no one delude
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himself into saying, “I will just vote for a
continuing resolution now, as I did in
October and as I did in September, and
then maybe just before Thanksgiving
Day, we can settle the whole thing on
some sunny afternoon.”

That cannot be done, It will take some
time. It takes time to establish priorities.
It takes time to study and rationalize the
differences between the two Houses. So
above all, I hope we do not duck the is-
sue this time when we vote today or
tomorrow.

Some criticisms of my amendment
have been raised, Mr. President. I share
in the criticism. It is not a perfect ap-
proach. I suppose one reason why, at this
late hour, we are still scrounging around
trying to find the answer is that there
are no perfect approaches. A lot of good
men and true have been working on the
problem, planning on it, and trying out
amendments; but there is no perfect way
to reduce expenditures. There is no pain-
less way.

But it can be done, with prudence. It
can be done, with skill. It can be done,
after careful examination—if we have
got the will to do it. We cannot do it by
delaying the decision to November 15 or
some other magic date.

If some Senator comes up with some
other proposal, during the course of the
debate, which will supplement mine, or
improve it and help to accomplish the
objective with prudence, efficiency, and
effectiveness, I shall support that pro-
posal. My amendment, I am convinced,
would be a move in the correct direction.

Some have said, “Ah, this is a Presi-
dential item veto.” They recall speeches
that I have made on the floor of the
Senate against the item veto by the
President.

I am against the concept of a Presi-
dential item veto. I opposed it when
President Eisenhower suggested it. I op-
pose it now. I opposed it for 10 years
in the House of Representatives, and
have opposed it for 19 years in the Sen-
ate. I shall continue to oppose it is a
modus operandi for financing the Gov-
ernment in ordinary times and as per-
manent prevailing policy.

But we face an emergency. Make no
mistake about that. I oppose appropriat-
ing great amounts of money for military
events which do not occur. But when we
are in a war, I vote for the appropria-
tions and support them, just as I shall
vote to meet this emergency on the home
front as it confronts us here and now.

Mr. President, for those who are leery
about the fact that our old Senate col-
league, President Johnson, is going to
single out some of those who vote for
economy now and say: “All right. You
asked for it. Here it is—all in your State,
all on your project, all on those special
programs with which you are associated.”

I said yesterday and repeat now—Re-
publican partisan though I am—that I
do not believe President Lyndon Johnson
would play ball that way. I do not think
ne would engage in that practice. I do
not think he would try to victimize those
who are concerned that if they vote for
economy they will lose something for
their State. I believe he would not stoop
to such tactics. He might, and he could,
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of course. But woe and alas I discovered
that he can do it anyhow. He can do it
Now.

I am going to put in the CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp at this juncture an extract from
Public Law 759 of the 81st Congress, en-
acted in 1951, at which time we gave the
President the right to exercise essentially
an item veto in connection with man-
dates of economy which we directed to
him.

The President has been exercising it at
times. We have not all agreed with the
decisions he has made. Some have com-
plained that he does not have the con-
stitutional right. I do not know about the
constitutional right, but he has the legis-
lative right because we gave it to him.

The Senate can reject my amendment
unanimously, but it would not by such
action take away that right. If somebody
wants to repeal that law, let him speak
up now and advocate it. Otherwise my
amendment would neither decrease or in-
crease his power over our appropriations.

If rescission of that power is advocated
in normal financial times, I will join in
the advocacy of such a proposal. I doubt
that I would vote to repeal now this con-
cession which we have made because of
the perils we are today confronting on the
fiscal front.

It is under the apportionment process.
Let me read it.

Generally speaking, all appropriated
funds must be apportioned to the Bureau
of the Budget before they are available
for obligation by the agency to which
appropriated.

"~ Bection 665(c) (1) of title 31 of the
United States Code provides:

Except as otherwise provided in this sec-
tion, all appropriations or funds available for
obligation for a definite period of time shall
be so apportioned as to prevent cbligation or
expenditure thereof In a manner which would
indicate a necessity for deficiency or supple-
mental approppriations for such period; and
all appropriations or funds not limited to a
definite period of time, . . ., shall be s0 ap-
portioned as to achleve the most effective and
economical use thereof.

And we added a new paragraph read-
ing:

In apportioning any appropriation,
reserves may be established to provide for
contingencies, or to effect savings whenever
savings are made possible, . . .

It is through this procedure that the
executive department exercises control
over appropriations granted by the
Congress.

We are all familiar with the Presi-
dential withholding of funds and de-
laying of funds and postponement
of funds which have been appro-
priated. So, I submit that while reference
is often made to the constitutional
aspects with respeet to the exclusive right
of the Executive to make use of the ap-
propriations granted by Congress, there
is statutory authority cited by the
statute. So it is no longer necessary to re-
sort to a constitutional argument, at
least until such time as Congress decides
to repeal the authority which we have
freely and meticulously conveyed, and it
is a part of the law today and has been
since 1951.

If some Senators are still skeptical, if
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they are still worriers about the fact that
if they vote for economy, they will lose an
apple off a tree in their own backyard, let
me point out that even then Congress has
not surrendered its weapon.

Suppose the President should do that—
which I am sure he will not do—in a vin-
dietive spirit, to try to penalize especially
those who advocate economy. Would that
leave us powerless? It would not.

The last bill we will pass, Mr. Presi-
dent, before we adjourn—if we ever do
adjourn this year—will probably be the
final supplemental appropriation bill.
Usually, it keeps us here until 2 or 3
o'clock in the morning because it is the
last thing that comes up.

If the President should unwisely and
unfairly and unncessarily or vindictively
slash some appropriation which should
not be slashed, the same Congress that
giveth is the Congress that can taketh
away. And we can shore up that appro-
priation with a supplemental at that
time.

If the President were to do this after
we had adjourned—when we do adjourn,
late in November or some time in De-
cember in time for New Year's Eve, or
whenever it is—one of the first bills that
we would pass in 1968 would be a supple-
mental appropriation bill for the new
year, and we can correct the situation
then.

So, I say to my friends that they
should not worry about this, This is a
good-faith amendment, This is a fair-
play amendment. This is not trying to
slip a Mickey Finn to the President. It
is not trying to gain any advantage for
Congress. It does not expand the exist-
ing Executive authority.

It merely states that working in har-
ness under this kind of approach we can
do something to save the taxpayers some
money. Perhaps we can stop the tre-
mendous drive toward inflation. Maybe
we can provide for a delay in the institu-
tion of a tax bill. I do not know. That
is a matter for the Finance Committee
to decide. But my amendment provides
for a cooperative effort.

There is not any way that the Presi-
dent can take advantage of this Congress
even though he has this amendment and
the directed authority outlined in it. The
authority has been there now for 16
years.

Presidents have tried once or twice to
stop certain activities of Congress by
the exercise of a strong Executive arm,
and Congress has changed their opinion
and made different decisions. We can
do it again. We still control the purse.

Mr. President, I call attention to the
fact that some of the news stories and
editorial comments which I read about
the U.S. Senate disturb me because I
would hate to think they are true. I can-
not believe they are true. But they piec-
ture us as a body of spenders engaged
in squandermania. They do not realize
that when the House passes a bill and
it comes here several months later, new
authorizations have been added and new
conditions have arisen and we frequently
have to add more money.

It has been said on the other side of
the Capitol: “The Senate is the Upper
House. We in the House economize, and
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the Senators load on extra expendi-
tures.” It is not true. But this time we
confront a challenge which might make
it ring pretty true and might in fact
make it true since they took this coura-
geous step—and it was not easy in the
House—but they made this meritorious
effort to economize and in return we
say: “Forget it. We laugh at you. We are
just going to continue in the merry old
way we have been going.” I suspect that
the editorials and the comments will get
worse if we are guilty of such evasion
and inaction.

Here is a UPI story. It says:

The Senate Appropriations Committee
junked a House-passed economy ultimatum
to President Johnson Friday and approved
a s!mple extension of spendlns authority for
fundless government agencies.

I do not know whether we junked it.
It was turned down with four dissenting
votes. We failed, but we tried to tie
in an alternative proposal. We lost the
first time on a 10-to-10 tie vote. We lost
the second time by a vote of 14 to 8.
But I do not want to have the United
States Senate plead guilty to the fact
that if we now do nothing at all we are
junking an economy effort made by the
House.

Perhaps we can modify it. Perhaps we
can improve it. Perhaps we can alter it.
But I pray you, let us not junk it. At
least, we are not guilty, I hope, of that
particular definition of junketeria.

Second, here is an editorial from the
Sunbury Daily Item of Sunbury, Pa. It is
typical of a good many which have come
to my desk in recent days.

I am not sure where Sunbury, Pa., is,
but I am sure this is a well-read news-
paper published in a fine American
community.

It starts out by discussing the financial
situation of this country and the various
proposals. It then quotes our distin-
guished colleagues, the senior Senator
from Delaware, as say: “Never before in
history has any man in the White House
said so much about economy and done so
little about it.”

If the Senator from Delaware said it, it
must be true. But if we here in the Senate
do nothing about this now, the editorial
can change a couple of words and say:
“Never before in the history of this
country has the U.S. Senate talked so
much about economy and done so little
about it.” I should hate to have that
happen but if it is true of one, it is true
of the other. This is the test.

I ask unanimous consent that the UPI
story and the editorial from the Sunbury
Daily Item be printed at this point in
the REcoRrD.

There being no objection, the article
and editorial were ordered to be printed
in the Recorp, as follows:

SENATE PANEL EILLs BUDGET ULTIMATUM

WasHINGTON.—The Senate Appropriations
Committee junked a House-passed economy
ultimatum to President Johnson Friday and
approved a simple extension of spending au-
thority for fundless government agencies.

However, the action came after a 10-10 tie
vote defeated a proposal for filve percent
across-the-board cuts, In line with the House
demand, it would have forced spending cuts
of about 81 billion in the current fiscal year.

The five-percent proposal, aimed at $38
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billion worth of programs where government
spending is not locked in by legal require-
ments, was offered by Sen. Karl E, Mundt,
R-S.D. Committee Republicans said they will
try again when the Senate considers the stop-
gap appropriation legislation next week.

The extension of spending authority for
government agencies to Nov. 15 was finally
approved 16 to 4. No vote was taken on the
House-approved economy action which would
make it mandatory to hold non-Vietnam
spending to last year’'s levels.

[From the S8unbury (Pa.) Dally Item,
Oct. 10, 1967]

THOUGHTS IN PaAssING

Honest confession s good for the soul, but
there is no apparent inclination on the part
of the Johnson administration to humbly
acknowledge that reckless, at times witless
spending has gotten out of control.

Why & proposed reduction of 85 billion
in proposed expenditures of $135 billion dur-
ing the fiscal year has created such agony
and led to such palpable evasion of respon-
sibility is not readily understood by the aver-
age citizen. A householder with an allot-
ment of $1356 who could not readily find ways
of economizing to the extent of $5 would
be considered inept. The great difference be-
tween those who loosely handle the public's
money and those who spend what is left to
them after tax grabs is that the former con-
siders the sky the limit and the average citi-
zen knows from harsh experience that he can-
not endlessly permit outgo to exceed in-
come—that always there comes a day of
reckoning.

The shocking record of the Johnson ad-
ministration recently cited by Senator John
J. Williams of Delaware, involves deficit
spending in the amount of $60 billion dur-
ing the past five years, notwithstanding the
fact that budget levels have gone up and
up and up. This means an average expendi-
ture of more than $50 million a day over
and above tax receipts. Also interest charges
on this added debt amounts to 3 billion a
year which requires three per cent across-
the-board in income taxes, or nearly one
third of the ten per cent tax boost now
sought of Congress. Even so, the national
debt pyramid, now at the $334 billion level, is
in for another elevation due to another pro-
jected deficit—at least $29 billion unless the
Johnson demand for a 10 per cent tax hike
is granted.

Ways of reducing federal spending are
numerous, but wielding the meat axe has
political implications that both the White
House and the Congress shun like the plague,
In this hiatus savings of only $2.86 billion
have been toted up by the House Appropria-
tions Committee and the painful quest drags
on, Action Wednesday night for a $7 billion
cut, the President to do the paring, is one
more abdication of responsibility.

As Senator Willlams says, “Never before in
history has any man in the White House
sald so much about economy and done so
little about it."” Typical was the promise Mr.
Johnson made in December, 19656 to reduce
federal payrolls by 25,000, followed in the
next seven months by the addition of 187,-
506 jobholders. Also there was the recom-
mended elimination of certain excise taxes
in January, 1966, followed two weeks later
by reinstatement of those levies,

As the people grow poorer under the double
pressure of taxation and inflatlon produced
by spendthrift policies, honest confession is
the point of beginning for what the nation
needs.

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I shall de-
sist now, with the determination to re-
sume if anything is to be gained by
debating the matter further; but I desist
with one repetitious plea: I hope Sen-
ators will read the Recorp. I hope Sen-
ators will read the painful procedures by
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which it was finally possible to evolve a
percentage formula for bringing about
some economy. Those who live in the
optimistic opinion that we can just duck
the issue now and meet it again on No-
vember 15, when much of the money will
have been spent, should read what Di-
rector Schultze said about the long and
tortuous process of arriving at a pri-
ority list.

It took me a half hour or 45 minutes
to get him to agree at all that it could
ever be done, and then he calculated the
time in periods of weeks that it would
take, and they would have to know the
entire financial picture at the time they
began, and then once again relay to
Congress any recommendations they
might make. But time will not wait—we
cannot stop the calendar. That process
would take us deep into 1968 before de-
cision time arrives again.

This is salutary reading. I believe every
Senator should read the Recorp of this
debate and the hearings before he makes
up his mind on the issues now before
the Senate.

Mr. President, reserving the right to
resume, I now yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, I agree completely with the
Senator from South Dakota that the
Senate does have a responsibility to
demonstrate not only to itself and the
House of Representatives but also to the
country that we, too, recognize the seri-
ousness of our fiscal situation and are
willing to do something about it.

As I understand the amendment of the
Senator from South Dakota it would re-
duce the appropriations by $1.8 billion.
Is my understanding correct?

Mr. MUNDT. The Senator’s under-
standing is reasonably accurate. It is a
sort of flexible figure which can vary,
depending upon what we do with the re-
maining appropriations bill, but it will
save between $1.8 billion and $2 billion.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. That is
my understanding.

The original resolution as passed by
the House proposed a reduction in ex-
penditures of $6,820,000,000. If we ac-
cept the amendment of the Senator from
South Dakota and reject the House
amendment we would reduce expendi-
tures by $1.8 billion rather than $6.8
billion.

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a correction?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield.

Mr. MUNDT. It would not mean that.
It would mean that we had proposed an
alternative approach to economy which
would effectuate from $1.8 billion to $2
billion of economy now, but in confer-
ence would also be the $6.8 billion pro-
posal of the House. And I presume that
some place between the two, after care-
ful examination of all the facts, would
be the point of compromise and agree-
ment which we would bring back to the
Senate.

Mr, WILLIAMS of Delaware. Conceiv-
ably, they could bring back the complete
text of the House proposal, or, conceiv-
ably, they could accept only the amend-
ment agreed to by the Senate.

Mr. MUNDT. Or any place between.
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Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Or any
place between, as the Senator points out.

The Mundt amendment is a step in the
right direction, but I question that it
goes far enough. I believe we have
reached the point at which we will have
to cut these appropriations until it hurts
each of us by eliminating projects in our
respective States. We cannot escape that
situation if we really want to reduce ex-
penditures.

As I pointed out today, in earlier ac-
tion on 13 appropriation bills the Senate
has added a total of $4,055,148,620 of
spending money over and above that
which was approved by the House of
Representatives, and these same bills as
passed by the Senate were $3,175,648,998
above the appropriations for these same
agencies in 1967.

It is true that they were somewhat be-
low the 1968 budget requests, The pend-
ing Mundt amendment would reduce this
amount by $1.8 billion, but I believe we
will have to go further than this if we
are to avoid a painful tax increase or if
we want to check this inflationary threat.

On September 26, 1967, Representative
Bow introduced his proposal which would
have accounted for a reduction of $5
billion in spending authority for fiscal
1968. I will read his first resolution:

Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, net aggregate administrative budget ex-
penditures during the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1968 shall not exceed £131,5600,000,-
000; except by those Department of Defense
expenditures beyond $72,300,000,000 for mili-
tary purposes that the President may deter-
mine are necessary.

Continuing, the second section pro-
vides for a rescission of the $5-billion
obligational authority which would re-
sult from this reduction in expenditures.

The Bow amendment, as proposed on
that date, would have provided for a re-
duction in expenditures of approximately
$5 billion. The same proposal or a similar
one was included in the pending resolu-
tion as it was passed by the House. This
original Bow amendment had been
amended on the floor of the House to
bring the total reduction to $6.8 billion.

We now have a parliamentary situa-
tion in which if the Senate supports the
Mundt amendment, with its proposed cut
of $1.8 billion, it would strike out the pro-
posal of the House and send the bill to
conference with a cut of only $1.8
billion.

This is a difference of about $5 billion;
however, if the Senate will attach the
Bow amendment to the Mundt amend-
ment it would then mean that the Senate
would be on record in favor of reducing
the 1968 expenditures by around $6.8
billion, or about the same amount as ap-
proved by the House of Representatives.

The Senate prides itself upon being
recognized as the Upper House, but let
us not make that title symbolic of the
Senate’'s “upping” of expenditures. Thus
far the Senate has a poor record in this
Congress when it comes to reducing ex-
penditures; this is a chance for us to re-
deem ourselves,

I believe that we should add the Bow
amendment to this pending proposal and
demonstrate that the Senate, likewise, is
willing to cut expenditures. Why pass this
responsibility on to the conferees or the
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House of Representatives? Let us accept
it right here.

I realize, as the Senator from South
Dakota has pointed out, that we are con-
ferring upon the President certain dis-
cretionary power over where these cuts
will be made. I regret the necessity for
doing this, but we have no choice. We
are now in the position where most of the
appropriation bills have cleared the Sen-
ate and are in conference. This may be
our last chance.

Therefore, I suggest that we amend the
amendment offered by the Senator from
South Dakota to include the original
Bow amendment, as introduced on Sep-
tember 26. This proposal was approved
by the House by an overwhelming vote.
Its adoption would provide for an addi-
tional reduction in expenditures of $5
billion. If we add this proposal to the
Mundt amendment we would then go to
conference with a proposal calling for
a reduction of $6.8 billion.

This is just about the same amount as
the reduction approved by the House.

This is the Senate’s chance to tell the
country that we really intend to check
these ever-increasing expeditures.

It should be pointed out that if we ac-
cept the Bow amendment, which I shall
offer, spending in fiscal 1968 would be
reduced not to exceed $131.5 billion. The
expenditures in fiscal 1967 were approxi-
mately $126.5 billion. This means that
while there would be a saving of around
$5 billion, at the same time the admin-
istration could still spend $5 billion more
than it spent last year. This would cer-
tainly provide leeway enough.

In addition, the amendment provides
an exception that if Department of De-
fense expenditures go beyond $72.3 bil-
lion for military purposes and the Presi-
dent determines it is necessary to in-
crease such expenditures he will have
the authority to do so. There would not
be a ceiling on expenditures necessary to
finance the Vietnam war. That is true
also of the amendment of the Senator
from South Dakota [Mr. MunpT].

If this amendment is approved, how-
ever, as an addition to the Mundt amend-
ment it would reduce expenditures by a
total of between $6.5 billion and $7 bil-
lion. By so doing, we would demonstrate
to the country that we are making a bona
fide effort to roll back expenditures bhe-
fore we act on a tax bill.

I do not think there is any question
but that the Senate will have to face up
to the responsibility of making a decision
on taxes before Congress adjourns. At
least, we should face up to such a deci-
sion and decide the question, either
affirmatively or negatively. Earlier this
afternoon I discussed the reasons why I
thought such action was necessary, so I
shall not labor the Senate further on
that point now.

Mr. President, I offer the amendment
which I send to the desk and ask that it
be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

The Senator from Delaware [Mr. WiL-
Lrams] proposes an amendment, at the end
of the language proposed to be inserted by
the Senator from South Dakota [Mr, MunpT],
to insert the following:
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“SEc. 105, Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, net aggregate administrative
budget expenditures during the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1968 shall not exceed $131,-
500,000,000; except by those Department of
Defense expenditures beyond $£72,300,000,000
for military purposes that the President may
determine are necessary.

““8ec. 106. Not later than ten days after the
last day of the first session of the Ninetieth
Congress, estimated administrative budget
expenditures for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1968 shall be reduced, through the appor-
tlonment process, by $5,000,000,000 (the dif-
ference between currently anticipated admin-
istrative budget expenditures for fiscal year
1968 of $136,5600,000,000 and $131,500,000,000) .
Obligational authority in an amount equal
to the $5,000,000,000 reduction in expendi-
tures shall no longer remain available, and
such sum shall be covered into the Treas-
ury."

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres-
ident, this is identical to the Bow amend-
ment as introduced on September 20,
1967, and it would provide for an addi-
tional $5 billion reduction in expendi-
tures for 1968. This is in line with the
action taken last week by the House.

I am willing that there be a vote, and,
Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second? There is a sufficient
second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, it does not
seem to me that we are going to enhance
the stature of the Senate very much if
we have a vote on an unwritten amend-
ment of this magnitude and complexity
without having a chance to examine it in
print; nor do I think we are really meas-
uring up to our statute if we vote on
either of these amendments until they
have been discussed before at least more
than a dozen Senators. More than twice
as many as have heard this debate dis-
cussed the matter in the Committee on
Appropriations. We have perhaps a dozen
Senators in the Chamber and most of
those who are now present are members
of the Committee on Appropriations. I
do not think Senators should make up
their minds on this issue by perhaps flip-
ping nickels as they come over to the
Chamber from their offices.

Before voting on an item that has not
been printed, and that involves the entire
financial structure of the Government, 1
urge that we cease and desist until to-
morrow, and then the amendment will
be printed, and we could hopefully have
at least one~third of the Senators present
to determine what we can best do to avoid
bankruptey. I do not want to vote today
until Senators have had a chance to read
the Recorp. This is not fair to them, and
this is not fair to future generations of
taxpayers in this country.

Mr, WILLTAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres-
ident, I have no objection to this amend-
ment’s being carried over until tomorrow.
I point out, however, that this is not a
new proposal. It is identical to that made
by Representative Bow on September 20,
which proposal later passed the House of
Representatives by an overwhelming
vote. It is a part of the pending resolu-
tion, House Joint Resolution 888, which
is presently before the Senate and which
was considered by the Committee on Ap-
propriations. Hearings were held. My
amendment would carry out exactly that
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part of the Bow amendment which is in-
cluded in House Joint Resolution 888 but
which would be stricken by the Mundt
amendment,

The amendment which I am introduc-
ing does not include the Whitten amend-
ment which was added on the floor in the
House of Representatives. This is the Bow
amendment which is referred to in the
printed hearings which are on the desk
of every Senator.

There is nothing new in this proposal.
It just puts the Senate in a parliamen-
tary situation whereby we can get a
direct vote on the proposal passed by the
House of Representatives last week.

AMENDMENT NO. 422

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I do not
wish to detain the Senate, but I want to
send to the desk an amendment and to
have it printed—and I may desire to call
it up tomorrow—which is somewhat simi-
lar to the Williams amendment but not
subject, perhaps, to some of the tech-
nical differences which may exist.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be received and printed,
and will lie on the table.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, frankly,
I think there is a great deal to support
what the Senator from South Dakota has
said at the moment. Many of us came to
the Chamber earlier this afternoon and
we were prepared to proceed on this mat-
ter and to stay on the matter all after-
noon. We immediately got involved in
one speech that was pertinent and an-
other speech that was not pertinent to
the business at hand.

Having spent a great many hours in
the Committee on Appropriations these
last few weeks with both the majority
party and the minority party on this
matter, I think that is one of the gravest
matters concerning us.

Frankly, I am concerned about some
of the implications of the Mundt amend-
ment, but I am just as concerned about
the resolution as it is reported from the
Committee on Appropriations because
after receiving from the House a resolu-
tion which I believe in its actual and
practical aspects is unworkable, but
nevertheless exhibiting on the part of the
House a desire fto confront themselves
with the very critical fiscal situation in
this country, I think this matter needs a
good deal of airing and explanation.

I returned to my office this afternoon
when we got into these extraneous mat-
ters and I became involved with some
matters touching my constituents and I
did not get back to the Senate Chamber
even in time to hear the statement of the
Senator from South Dakota.

However, I personally feel that the
Senate would be subject to a great deal
of dereliction if we sent to the House of
Representatives a continuing resolution
after their great effort over there to show
their concern with the fiscal situation in
this country, even though we modify
that resolution and put in the date No-
vember 15 instead of November 23.

Now, the Senate has to face its re-
sponsibilities. I have a great deal of dis-
cussion which I may want to contribute
to this matter also with respeet to our
fiseal situation. I would like to make an
inquiry of the Senator from West Vir-
ginia, the acting majority leader, as to
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whether he is willing that at this time
this matter do go over until tomorrow.

Frankly, it is a matter of great incon-
venience to me. There is a very important
meeting which begins tomorrow eve-
ning in Colorado involving my party and
involving all 11 Western States. I was
expected to be there with some other
Senators and it is a matter of great in-
convenience, but also this is a matter
of great importance.

I would like to inquire of the acting
majority leader what his intentions are.
If we have to vote on this matter now we
will do it.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. In re-
sponse to the distinguished Senator from
Colorado I wish to say in view of the
statement made by the distinguished
senior Senator from South Dakota to
the effect that he does not want to have
a vote this afternoon either on his
amendment or on a perfecting amend-
ment, I am trying at the moment to
work out some agreement between the
two, and then I should like to consult
with the majority leader.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, that
being the situation, I ask unanimous con-
sent that I may suggest the absence of
a quorum, without losing my right to the
floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered,

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of .. quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will eall the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, my un-
derstanding is that an agreement is now
being worked out between the majority
leader and the other Members; there-
fore, under those circumstances, I yield
the floor.

Mr. TYDINGS. I thank the distin-
guished Senator from Colorado very
much for his generosity and courtesy.

CONFEREES ON HEW APPROPRITA-
TIONS SHOULD INSIST ON SEN-
ATE POSITION ON BELTSVILLE
FDA SITE IN LIGHT OF HOUSE
GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS COM-
MITTEE REPORT

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, I appeal
today to the conferees on Labor-HEW
appropriations to reopen in conference
the question of the site for the proposed
new Food and Drug Administration
Laboratory. This laboratory building
should be located in Beltsville, Md.

I make this request of Senate conferees
land House conferees in light of the
scathing criticism of FDA procedures in
this matter made by the House Commit-
tee on Government Operations last
Friday.

I referred to this House committee
report vesterday in the Senate, page
29685. This respected House commit-
tee, after a careful study of FDA proce-
dures and the history of this question,
has issued a devastating case against the
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restriction inserted in the appropria-
tion bill by the House to prevent loca-
tion of the facility at Beltsville and, in
effect, force its location in Madison, Wis.

Senators will recall that the Senate
Appropriations Committee rejected this
House language and the Senate con-
firmed that judgment.

Mr, President, the fact is that the
Beltsville site is the most economical one
and the original FDA cost study showed
it would be at least 5.4 million dollars
cheaper to build it at Beltsville, If is no
secret that the pressure behind the
House Appropriations Committee action
to force location of the facility at the
more costly site in Wisconsin is a mi-
nority member of that committee from
‘Wisconsin.

Mr. President, is not this situation one
of remarkable paradox? The minority
member on the one hand claims to be
leading a fight for economy, but on the
other hand he uses his position in the
Appropriations Committee to force lo-
cation of the FDA laboratory in his
State at a severely greater cost to the
taxpayers.

It may offend the rules of this body
to suggest inconsistency or bad faith on
the part of a Member of the other body,
so I will not make such comments.
Nevertheless, the facts do have a pecu-
liar ring.

I ask the conferees to reopen this
question because the House Government
Operations Committee report makes an
overwhelming case that FDA selected
the Madison site as an alternative—and
I quote the House committee report—
“without an adequate study and with-
out complying with HEW site selection
regulations.”

Moreover, the House committee report
states that during hearings on FDA's ap-
propriation in this matter:

FDA witnesses did not mention the disad-
vantages the agency had previously stated
would result from location of Headquarters
Laboratory No. 2 in the midwest.

Mr. President, in other words, FDA
witnesses withheld pertinent informa-
tion from the House Appropriations
Committee. The House report goes on to
say:

In fact the attitude expressed by FDA was
completely inconsistent with its previously
stated position.

The report states:

No mention was made of FDA's own esti-
mate that the alternative site would sub-
stantially increase initial and operating
costs.

The House Government Operations
Committee concludes that the procedures
used by FDA in selecting an alternative
site for Headquarters Laboratory site No.
2 were “completely inadequate.”

Mr. President, the appropriations bill,
H.R. 10196, is still in conference. On Oc-
tober 4, the House returned the bill to
conference with instruections to reduce
items to budget request figures and to
effect other economies. Therefore, it ap-
pears both possible and appropriate for
this question to be reopened.

It would be highly appropriate, in the
light of the new evidence in the House
committee report and in the interest of
economy and efficiency, that the confer-
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ence reject the House restriction and in-
struct the FDA to build its new lab at
whatever site economy and efficiency re-
quire. I am certain that regard for econ-
omy and efficiency will dictate that the
lab should be at Beltsville.

Mr. President, not only will construc-
tion and operation of the facility in
Madison be more costly but this radical
geographical shift will also force the ex-
pensive relocation of personnel from the
Washington area.

I believe that my constituents in Mary-
land and all the taxpayers of the United
States deserve better treatment in this
matter and that the laboratory should be
in Beltsville.

Mr. President, I am today making this
request by letter to the Senator from
Alabama [Mr. HiLrl, chairman of the
Senate conferees. I commend to all mem-
bers of the Senate Appropriations Com-
mittee and to the Senate the summary
of the Government Operations Commit-
tee’s findings, conclusions, and recom-
mendations which I inserted in the Rec-
ORD yesterday.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
have the perfect answer to the proposal
just raised by the distinguished Senator
from Maryland. The most modern Air
Force base in the country, at Glasgow,
Mont., which cost about $150 million, and
which has everything, is about to go out
of existence—in July 1968. So if anyone
is looking for something which will be
economical, efficient, and already in be-
ing, I would suggest that these Senators
who have divergent viewpoints look to
Glasgow, Mont. They could not make a
better choice. Everything is there.

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that when the Senate
completes its business today, it stand in
adjournment until 12 noon tomorrow.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

CONTINUING APPROPRIATIONS, 1968

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 888)
making continuing appropriations for
the fiscal year 1968, and for other pur-
poses.

TNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that, beginning at
12:30 p.m. tomorrow, half-hour of de-
bate be allowed on the pending Williams
amendment, and that the vote on that
amendment take place at 1 o'clock.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Then, Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that, fol-
lowing action on that amendment, the
Mundt amendment be considered, and
that there be a time allocation of 1 hour
on that amendment, the time to be
equally divided between the proposer of
the amendment and the manager of the
joint resolution or whomever they may
designate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair will inquire of the majority leader,
who is to control the time on the Wil-
liams amendment ?
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Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator irom
Delaware [Mr, WirLiams] and the Sen-
ator from Arizona [Mr. HaypEN], chair-
man of the committee.

Mr. MUNDT, Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That re-
quest is not in order af this time,

Mr. MUNDT, The amendment is on
the table.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, the
Senator will get the yeas and nays.

Mr, MUNDT, Very well.

Mr, WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres-
ident, I was going to suggest, in order to
expedite the time, that, in the event other
amendments were offered, as far as I am
concerned, we could have unanimous
consent that on any other amendments
offered there be a limited time——

Mr. MANSFIELD. Of one-half hour,
the time to be equally divided.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, may I make a par-
liamentary inquiry?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will state his parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. ALLOTT. Several other matters
have come up here, including a confer-
ence report. Is there anything in the
unanimous-consent request that would
preclude me from offering, at the proper
time tomorrow, the amendment which I
have sent to the desk?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
nothing which has been proposed in the
unanimous-consent request that would
preclude the Senator from Colorado from
doing that.

Mr, ALLOTT, I thank the Chair. I have
no objection to the time limitation that
has been requested, except that I would
not want a time limitation in the event
I called up the amendment which I have
just sent to the desk.

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, fur-
ther, I ask unanimous consent that on
all other amendments, there be a half-
hour, the time to be equally divided be-
tween the sponsor of the amendment and
the manager of the bill, the distinguished
senior Senator from Arizona [Mr. Hay-
peEN]; and that there be 2 hours on the
joint resolution; and, if need be, more
time will be allowed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the unanimous-consent
request?

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I have no
objection. I think it has been very fairly
stated. I was wondering whether or not
the majority leader might be inclined to
enter into an objection to any committees
meeting between 12 o’clock and about
2:30, the time of the vote, so that at
least Senators could be here if they
wanted to be here.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I would not be
averse to that request if the Judiciary
Committee could meet, because it is
faced with a deadline imposed on it by
the Senate.

Mr. MUNDT. We could waive that one.

Mr, MANSFIELD. What was the time?

Mr. MUNDT. From 12 to 3.

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING
SENATE SESSION TOMORROW

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Committee
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on the Judiciary may be allowed to meet
during the session of the Senate fo-
morrow.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MANSFIELD, And that all other
committees not be allowed to meet dur-
ing the period from 12 noon to 3 p.m,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MUNDT. I realize that that is not
going to guarantee that every Senator
will be in his seat, but it will at least
destroy any alibl as to why Senators
could not be here.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair
will inquire of the Senator from Montana
if the time to be allowed tomorrow is to
be in the usual form?

Mr, MANSFIELD. Yes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the unanimous-consent re-
quest? The Chair hears none, and it is
50 ordered.

The unanimous-consent agreement,
later reduced to writing, is as follows:

UnNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Ordered, That, effective on Wednesday, Oc-
tober 25, 1967, during the further considera-
tion of the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 888)
making continuing appropriations for the
fiscal year 1968, and for other purposes, de-
bate on any amendment, except amendment
No. 419, offered by the Senator from South
Dakota [Mr. Munpr] on which there shall
be 1 hour, motion, or appeal, except a motion
to lay on the table, shall be limited to 14
hour, to be equally divided and controlled
by the mover of any such amendment or
motion and the majority leader or the Sena-
tor from Arizona [Mr. HaYpEN]: Provided,
That in the event the majority leader is in
favor of any such amendment or motion, the
time in opposition thereto shall be controlled
by the minority leader or some Senator desig-
nated by him: Provided jfurther, That the
Senate proceed to vote at 1 p.m. on amend-
ment No. 420, offered by the Senator from
Delaware [Mr. Winriams] on which the de-
bate shall commence at 12:30 p.m.

Ordered further, That on the question of
the final passage of the sald bill debate shall
be limited to 2 hours, to be equally divided
and controlled, respectively, by the majority
and minority leaders: Provided, That the
said leaders, or elther of them, may, from
the time under their control on the passage
of the said bill, allot additional time to any
Senator during the consideration of any
amendment, motion, or appeal.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, it is
hoped that we will be able to take up
some conference reports tomorrow. I am
glad to note that there will be one now.
There will be no voting tonight.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives by Mr. Breskin, one of its
clerks, announced that the House insisted
upon the amendment of the House to the
amendment of the Senate numbered 1 to
the bill (H.R. 12474) making appropria-
tions for the National Aeronautics and
Space Administration for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1968, and for other pur-
poses, and that the House insisted on its
disagreement to the amendment of the
Senate numbered 2 to the bill; agreed to
the further conference asked by the Sen-
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ate on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses thereon, and that Mr. EvINS of
Tennessee, Mr. BoLaND, Mr. SHIPLEY, Mr.
Graimo, Mr. MARsH, Mr. PRYOR, Mr. Ma-
HON, Mr. Jonas, Mr, MINSHALL, Mr. Wy=-
MaN, Mr. TarLcorr, and Mr. Bow were
appointed managers on the part of the
House at the further conference.

The message also announced that the
House had agreed to the report of the
committee of conference on the disagree-
ing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the bill
(H.R., 9960) making appropriations for
sundry independent executive bureaus,
boards, commissions, corporations, agen-
cies, offices, and the Department of
Housing and Urban Development for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1968, and for
other purposes; that the House receded
from its disagreement to the amendment
of the Senate numbered 3 to the bill and
concurred therein with an amendment,
in which it requested the concurrence of
the Senate; that the House receded from
its disagreement to the amendments of
the Senate numbered 17, 18, 19, 20, 21,
22, and 23 to the bill and concurred
therein; and that the House insisted
upon its disagreement to the amend-
ments of the Senate numbered 58, 59,
and 67 to the bill.

INDEPENDENT OFFICES APPROPRI-
ATIONS—CONFERENCE REPORT

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, may I
make a brief explanation? The distin-
guished senior Senator from Washington
[Mr. Maecnuson]1, who is chairman of the
conferees and is the chairman of our
Subcommittee on Independent Offices, is
unable to be here, but has asked that we
bring up the conference report, which
has just been adopted by the House, and
to take certain action on it.

I have conferred with the distin-
guished Senator from Colorado [Mr.
Arrorrl, who is the ranking minority
member of that committee, and he is
agreeable to that course of action.

With that understanding, I ask that
the conference report be reported.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, that is the report that
involves rent supplements and model
cities. I would like to know of the inten-
tions in that respect before I consent to
going on with it.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I am
very happy to assure my friend that the
distinguished Senator from Washington
[Mr. MacnUuson]l, who is not able to be
here, completely agreed with the distin-
guished Senator from Colorado [Mr.
Arvorr] and myself that, after agreeing
to that part of the conference report that
is in agreement, we will ask the Senate
not to recede from its position in those
two matters but to ask for an additional
conference on them, and to appoint con-
ferees.

Mr. JAVITS. I thank the Senator.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield so that I may suggest
the absence of a quorum?

Mr, HOLLAND. I yield to the distin-
guished majority leader.

ot
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Montana.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the distin-
guished Senator from Massachusetts
[Mr. KENNEDY] be recognized in the in-
terim.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, the Sena-
tor from Massachusetts is recognized.

Mr. EENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
President, I yield to the Senator from
Tennessee [Mr. BAKER].

CONGRESSIONAL REDISTRICTING

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, in con-
versations with my colleagues in this
body and in the House of Representa-
tives, I have heard certain expressions of
reluctance to oppose the Senate-House
conference report on redistricting since
there is a possibility that without the
legislation recommended by the report
there would be no effective prohibition
against elections at large.

May I, therefore, at this time state my
definite intention to introduce, at the
appropriate time and to appropriate
pending business, an amendment that
will immediately and permanently out-
law at-large elections to the House of
Representatives from all States that
have more than one Representative.

So that my intention may be entirely
clear, I shall now read for the RECORD
the amendment I propose to offer:

In each State entitled in the Ninety-First
Congress or in any subsequent Congress
thereafter to more than one Representative
under an apportionment made pursuant to
the provisions of subsection (a) of section
22 of the Act of June 18, 1929, entitled “An
Act to provide for apportionment of Repre-
sentatives” (46 Stat. 26), as amended, there
shall be established by law a number of dis-
tricts equal to the number of Representa-
tives to which such State is so entitled, and
Representatives shall be elected only from
districts so established, no district to elect
more than one Representative.

I believe that the proposal in the con-
ference report, if enacted, will be found
entirely unconstitutional as an unau-
thorized invasion of the constitutional
jurisdiction of the Federal courts since
the report, in effect, attempts to prevent
the judiciary from ordering equitable re-
districting prior to 1972. Since the con-
ference report carries no severability
clause, if the special census provision of
the conference report were found uncon-
stitutional, the entire enactment, includ-
ing that prohibition in the conference re-
port against eleetions at large, will also
be struck down.

If that eventuality, unhappy in its
prospects, were to occur, the effect of the
conference report would be to uninten-
tionally heighten the possibility that
many of the 174 Congressmen from In-
diana, California, New York, New Jersey,
Texas, Missouri, Ohio, and Florida might
have to run at large in 1968.

My amendment is the same as a pro-
vision contained in the sound congres-
sional redistricting legislation passed in
the Senate on June 3 by the convineing
margin of 55 to 28.

I think that both bodies of Congress
will readily agree that the amendment
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should be dealt with immediately and
favorably. No one wants the incredible
political distortions that would occur if
entire delegations in several major States
were forced to run at large.

I believe that my proposal for elimi-
nating at-large elections is preferable to
the proposal contained in the conference
report because:

First, this proposal will be immediate-
ly effective and will not be clouded by
doubts of constitutionality as is the con-
ference proposal. Standing alone, an at-
large election prohibition is clearly
constitutional under article I, section
IV, of the Federal Constitution.

Second, this proposal permanently
resolves the question; the conference
proposal would only eliminate at-large
elections in 1968 and 1970.

Third, this proposal applies to all
States entitled to more than one repre-
sentative; the conference report ex-
cludes New Mexico and Hawaii from the
at-large prohibition.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
President, once again we may soon have
before us proposed legislation dealing
with one of the most cherished rights
of all Americans, the right to vote. As
the Supreme Court said in the Wesberry
case:

No right is more precious in a free country
than that of having a volce in the election
of those who make the laws under which,
as good citizens, we must live. Other rights,
even the most basle, are illusory if the right
to vote is undermined.

And, unfortunately, once again we
may be asked to pass upon a congres-
sional districting—or nondistricting—
proposal which would undermine the
right to vote of millions of American
citizens. It is a proposal which proceeds
from a fallacious assumption to an un-
supportable conclusion. It is a proposal
which—though it stems from bills that
might have implemented the Constitu-
tion’s one-man, one-vote principle as
articulated by the Supreme Court—would
delay and dilute and obstruct the real-
ization of that constitutional mandate.
It is a proposal that under the thinnest
veneer of superficial order and reason
carries a heavy coat of confusion, irra-
tionality, unworkability, conflict, uncon-
stitutionality, and delay, and more delay,
and still more delay.

It would be a giant step backward on
a road where the House had determined
to take a small step forward, and where
the Senate, in three separate and con-
vineing votes, expressed its determina-
tion to take a major step forward. It
would constitute a serious breaking of
faith with our sworn duty to preserve
and protect both the Constitution of the
United States and the interests of the
people we represent. It would put Con-
gress in the position of attempting to
overturn constitutional decisions of the
Supreme Court designed to protect our
constituents.

We in the Senate have already rejected
a bill far less objectionable than the
present one. Moreover, the House in June
recommitted a similar conference bill
and independent observers said we would
have voted to do the same. We passed
a reasonable, practical, constitutional,
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and forward-looking substitute. It was
incumbent on our representatives in con-
ference to seek to preserve the good work
of this body; and if they had done so, an
acceptable compromise would have re-
sulted. Instead we are faced not with a
compromise, but with an imposition—
an imposition on the desire of the House
conferees to report out some bhill; an
imposition on the Senate’s right to con-
sider that issues which had been fore-
closed by both Houses would not be re-
opened, and that the conference would
seek a solution between the positions of
the two Houses; an imposition on the
State legislatures which are looking to
Congress for guidance and assistance; an
imposition on the courts who would have
to untangle the myriad of webs this bill
would spin; and, most of all, an imposi=-
tion on the American people, who expect
Congress to protect their rights, not
frustrate them.

We are lawmakers, and we preach
obedience to law—law wherever it is
found, in the Constitution, in the statute
books, and in court decisions. But we
must practice what we preach. Neither
as individuals nor as legislators can we
let our own disagreements with consti-
tutional precepts, legislative utterances,
or court interpretations supercede our
obligation and oath to abide by these
mandates. This is especially so when we
exercise our legislative functions.

We are not in a contest of power with
the courts. It is our job to write and pass
legislation which is clear, clearly con-
stitutional, and solves problems instead
of creating them. It is the courts’ job to
review, interpret, and apply both the
Constitution itself and the bills we pass.
These are cooperative, coordinate, and
consistent functions, rather than com-
petitive and conflicting ones, and we
must treat the courts as allies in the law,
not antagonists.

Unlike some of its predecessors, the
conference bill has almost no redeeming
qualities whatsoever. It is a blatant and
cynical attack on the Supreme Court,
tantamount to a sophisticated act of
civil disobedience by people who should,
and I believe do, know better.

As Senators may recall, nearly 5
months ago the Senate passed by a vote
of 57 to 25 a substitute for the House-
passed congressional redistricting bill,
H.R. 2508. Our bill provided for immedi-
ate vindication of the one-man, one-vote
mandate of the Constitution and the
Supreme Court by requiring States not
now in compliance with that require-
ment to comply before the next con-
gressional election. It also provided a
clear and enforceable proscription
against gerrymandering, the pernicious
along racial, political, or economic lines.

Our bill was widely hailed as a sensi-
ble and true answer to the districting
problem. It had the common support of
such normally disagreeing newspapers as
the Lincoln, Nebr,, Journal & Star and
the New York Post, and the full backing
of citizen groups, labor unions, legal
scholars, and thousands of ordinary citi-
zens whose interests it protected.

Our effort was especially important
because it relieved Congress of the em-
barrassment of the House-passed bill.
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That was & bill which had had no hear-
ings in either House. It had been rushed
through committees on both sides, be-
coming progressively encumbered with
layer upon layer of special interest pro-
visions. While it went into the House
with a prohibition against gerrymander-
ing, it came out with an invitation to
gerrymandering. It tried to leave to the
very institutions—the States—which
had been unable to resist the temptation
to gerrymander, the responsibility for
controlling gerrymandering. It provided
temporary guidelines which, while not
insignificant, were meager and subject
to misunderstanding. The 30 percent
cutoff point on population variation was
designed by its authors to relieve most
States of the constitutional obligation to
redistrict, although many who might
have tried to take advantage of this
would have failed in the end. The Senate
committee, without any hearings or basis
in fact, attempted to raise the cutoff
point to 35 percent.

I detail these factors because they in-
dicate the kind of attitude with which
some supporters of the bill have pro-
ceeded. One might indeed have thought
that the bill’s apparent supporters were
its worst enemies in view of what they
have done to it at every step of the way.
They seem to have made it as irrational
and irresponsible as the traffic would
bear each time they had a chance to
change it.

But in any event the Senate was not
frightened away by this sort of over-
reaching, and passed a responsible bill.
Six Senate conferees, only one of whom
had voted for passage of the bill, were
appointed and sent to conference fo carry
out the Senate’s expressed desire “to in-
sist on its amendment.”

Unfortunately only one of the six Sen-
ate conferees seemed to want to meet
this desire. The other five moved almost
immediately to adopt bills which not
only failed to preserve any of the gains
offered by the Senate bill, but actually
attempted to turn the House's partial
mandate for redistricting in 1968 and
1970 upside down into a practical prohi-
bition against such districting. They suc-
ceeded in persuading the House confer-
ences to report such a hill in June, but
even the House would not accept that.
Now we may be faced with a very similar
bill, if the House does not reject the con-
ference report.

Perhaps the incredibility of the bill
now before the House can best be under-
stood by an element by element com-
parison of the principal features of the
bills passed by the House and Senate and
sent to conference.

Both bills had a permanent maximum
deviation between districts of 10 percent.
The present proposal has no permanent
guidelines whatsoever.

Both Houses addressed the problem
of gerrymandering. While the two ap-
proaches were different, compromise
would have been possible. Yet, the pres-
ent proposal contains no standards re-
lating to compaciness.

The House’s temporary provision
would have automatically mandated re-
districting in all States where the dis-
parity was over 30 percent, and would
not have interfered with court-ordered
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redistricting in other States. The Senate
version automatically required redis-
tricting in States with deviations above
10 percent, but also contained no barrier
to court redistrictings. In both versions
the population measurements could be
based on either the 1960 census or a sub=-
sequent special census. Again compro-
mise should have been easily attainable.
Redist-icting should automatically be re-
quired for all States with deviations
above some figure between 10 and 30 per-
cent, based on the 1960 census or a spe-
cial census. The present proposal bears
no relationship to either House's version
or to any logical compromise. It does not
require districting of any States no mat-
ter how unequal their districts. In the
contrary it purports to preclude redis-
tricting, possibly even where there are
existing court orders based on the Con-
stitution, unless the results of a special
Federal census are available,

Whatever the rules of the Senate and
House may technically permit conferees
to do under the circumstances relevant
here, the spirit of these rules must re-
quire some respect for the will of both
Houses of Congress. There are prece-
dents for achieving appointment of spe-
cifically committed conferees, but this
kind of formal arrangement should not
be necessary among men of good will, Yet
if this is so, how can we explain a con-
ference bill which requires no State to
redistrict now when both Houses re-
quired at least those over 30 percent to
do so; which interferes with use of the
1960 census when both Houses approved
its use; which has no permanent stand-
ards when both Houses had permanent
standards.

I do not think we need the answer now
to proceed with the task at hand. With
a quick look at the substance of the con-
ference bill, we can see that it has no
rationale and no virtues, and thus we
can, and must, reject it out of hand.

The conference bill is unclear, unwar-
ranted, unenforceable, and unconstitu-
tional. Its most objectionable and in-
valid provision says that no State shall
be required to redistrict unless it hhas the
results of a special Federal census avail-
able. The theory of this limitation is that
the 1960 census is unusable.

The fact is that there is no need for
any such provision. The courts and the
States themselves have repeatedly used
the 1960 data to comply with the exist-
ing Supreme Court standards over the
past 3% years, and there was no evidence
before either House that this has caused
any problems—certainly not anything
like the inequities caused by the dispari-
ties in many States’ present districts.

Both Houses of Congress specifically
found the 1960 data acceptable. And
rightly so. This is the data we use for
apportioning congressional seats among
the States. And this is the data which
the States would have used to district in
a constitutional manner in 1961, if they
had done so.

The Nation has traditionally been will-
ing to live with the kind of changes which
occur solely as a result of population
changes between decades, as long as we
start the decade with substantial equal-
ity. Moreover, it is sheer fantasy to sup-
pose that a State with, say 40-percent de-
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viation based on the 1960 census, will
have less deviation in current terms than
the same State if it had started out with
4-percent deviation on a 1960 basis.

This is especially so since the 1960-
based districts can be fixed now with
the benefit of hindsight, so that the fast-
est growing areas can be put in the small-
est districts, and declining-population
areas in the largest districts. This would
mean a significantly decreased variation
in current terms for a State which really
wanted to do an equitable job.

There is certainly no justification for
a blanket rejection of mandated redis-
trictings based on the 1960 census. First,
if there are States which are under court
order and can show that good faith
use of other reliable figures would clearly
produce more equitable districting than
use of 1960 figures, the courts would cer-
tainly be able to take note of this fact.
Second, if States can district voluntarily
on the basis of the 1960 census, as this
bill permits, under no reasoning can the
same census be held inappropriate for
the same or other States when they are
ordered to redistrict. Third, as was well
known to the conferees, in many States
it would be impossible to obtain a spe-
cial census in time for the 1968 pri-
maries; thus the 1960 census is the best,
and usually the only, reliable popula-
tion data available.

As a practical matter, the courts
would take one of two courses with this
bill. The could simply hold that in any
State where the special census is not and
will not be available for 1968, the re-
quirement is an unconstitutional inter-
ference with the one-man, one-vote
principle, and need not be followed.
Thus, immediate redistricting could be
ordered, Or they might merely void ex-
isting districts without ordering any
substitute, pending the special census.
The State would then have to decide
whether to redistrict voluntarily in the
meanwhile on the basis of the 1960 cen-
sus, or choose to have at-large elections
until a special census can be conducted.

This is the kind of confusion and con-
flict the conference bill promises. For
lack of perfection in 1960-based district-
ing, it would seek to prevent any move-
ment toward fairer districting. It is ir-
responsible and unreasonable. It should
be shelved and forgotten. While the Sen-
ate bill remains as the most effective
and useful one proposed, we need not in-
sist that all of its reforms be instituted
immediately and fully if this insistence
will result in no reform. On the other
hand we cannot accept any proposal
which—like the conference bill—is far
worse than no bill at all.

There were in fact several compro-
mises suggested in conference which
seemed most appropriate and logical.
They would certainly have been accept-
able to me, and also, I believe, to those
Members of the Senate who supported
the substitute for which the Senator
from Tennessee [Mr. Bakerl fought, as
well as many of those who did not. At
the very least the 90th Congress should
be able to agree on a measure which bars
at-large elections, and while this ap-
pears an inadequate alternative to me,
;:Lwould not oppose an attempt to adopt
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Our constituents are depending on us
to vindicate their rights to equal repre-
sentation in Congress. The judges and
State legislatures and State executives
are hoping that we will relieve them of
the shadow of doubt and debate which
would hang over them under the confer-
ence bill, And we owe it to ourselves to do
what is right to secure an undiminished
vote for every American. Again, in the
words of Wesberry:

That is the high standard of justice and
common sense which the Founders set for us.

JAMES R. HOFFA

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, at some
date, I believe during last April, Mr, Wil-
liam Loeb, a newspaper publisher in my
State and an old personal friend, brought
Mrs. Hoffa, wife of the Teamsters’ presi-
dent confined at the Federal peniten-
tiary at Lewisburg, to my office. Knowing
Mr. Loeb to be a sincere and ardent sup-
porter of Mr, Hoffa and a believer in his
innocence, I rather anticipated a request
for some sort of cooperation in the mat-
ter of Hoffa's appeal case, which was
then pending.

Somewhat to my surprise, the request
that Mrs. Hoffa made was a very simple
one. She wanted me to intercede in her
behalf and ask that her spiritual adviser,
Msgr. W. Joyce Russell, be placed on the
list of those allowed to visit Mr. Hoffa in
prison. This seemed to me to be a very
reasonable request, and I gladly con-
sented to make it for her.

Accordingly, on April 25, I addressed a
letter to the Attorney General asking
that permission be given., Frankly, I an-
ticipated no difficulty and thought it
would be granted as a matter of course.
To my surprise, I received a reply under
date of May 8 from Myrl E. Alexander,
Director of the Bureau of Prisons, and I
ask unanimous consent that my letter
and Mr. Alexander’s reply be inserted at
this point in the Recorp.

There being no objection, the letters
were ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

Arriv 25, 1967.
Hon. RAMSEY CLARK,
The Attorney General,
Department of Justice,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR MR, ATTORNEY GENERAL: I have been
requested to ask that the privilege of visiting
Mr, James R. Hoffa, presently confined at the
Federal Penitentlary, Lewisburg, Pennsyl-
vania, be extended to the Right Reverend
Monsignor William Joyce Russell, St. Cath-
erine Laboure Rectory, 11801 Claridge Road,
Wheaton, Maryland.

It is my uuclerstandlng that Munaignor
Russell serves as Mrs. Hofla’s spiritual con-
fessor and is anxious to comply with the
family's desire that he offer similar comfort
to Mr. Hofta during permitted visitation pe-
riods. It is my further understanding that
Mr. Hoffa wishes to avall himself of Mon-
signor Russell’'s ministrations.

I am sure you will agree that wherever
possible inmates of our penal institutions
should have reasonable access to and assist-
ance from clergymen of thelr cholce, and I
hope you will find it possible to authorize
the addition of Monsignor Russell’s name for
this purpose.

Sincerely yours,
Norgris CorTOoN,
U.S. Senator.
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE,
BUREAU OF PRISONS,
Washington, D.C., May 8, 1967.
Hon. Norris COTTON,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SENATOR CoTTON: The Attorney Gen-
eral has asked me to reply to your letter of
April 25. I have given considerable thought
to the request that Monsignor Russell be al-
lowed to visit Mr., Hoffa and to act as his
spiritual advisor.

It is our policy that persons in our custody
should have access to religious counseling
and advice from an ordalned minister or
priest. For this reason, we have full time
Protestant and Catholic chaplains at all of
our major institutions.

At the United States Penitentiary, Lewis-
burg, where Mr. Hoffa is confined we have
two dedicated young chaplains who are do-
ing an outstanding job. I am certain that
either of them would be happy to act as
Mr. Hoffa’s spiritual advisor, and both are
readily available at any time he desires their
services.

An ideal situation would exist if we could
allow each person in our institutions to have
his choice of clergymen from the community
but as I am certain you realize, this is ad-
ministratively impossible.

I can assure you that the staff at Lewis-
burg will make everv effort to fill Mr, Hoffa’s
spiritual and religious needs. If you would
like further information on our religious
programs, or if I can be of assistance in any
matter, please let me know.

Sincerely,
MYRL E. ALEXANDER,
Director.

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, I read
from my letter:

It 18 my understanding that Monsignor
Russell serves as Mrs. Hoffa's spiritual con-
fessor and is anxious to comply with the
family’'s desire that he offer similar comfort
to Mr. Hoffa during permitted visitation pe-
riods. It is my further understanding that
Mr. Hoffa wishes to avail himself of Mon-
signor Russell’s ministrations.

I am sure you will agree that wherever pos-
sible inmates of our penal institutions should
have reasonable access to and assistance from
clergymen of their choice, and I hope you
will find it possible to authorize the addition
of Monsignor Russell’s name for this purpose.

The reply which I received from the
Director of Federal® Prisons indicated
that there were two regular chaplains at
the institution and that it was the in-
variable rule that prisoners in the insti-
tutions could avail themselves only of
the regular chaplains at the institution
and not have the privilege of being
visited by clergymen of their choice from
outside of the institution.

To say that I was amazed at this
response is to put it mildly. I can quite
understand that prison authorities would
take every precaution to see to it that
Mr. Hoffa is not given any privileges not
accorded to other prisoners. I can also
understand that they might well take
special precautions to see to it that Mr.
Hoffa would not have such an extended
list of visitors that he could in a sense
run his union from the prison cell, but
certainly a Catholic priest of the rank of
monsignor would not be visiting for any
other purpose than to give spiritual ad-
vice and consolation. Furthermore, I
found it very hard to believe that it could
be a fixed and universal rule to forbid
prisoners in our Federal institutions the
opportunity to recelve visits at reason-
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able times from reputable clergymen of
their choice. Therefore, I took the mat-
ter up with my friend, the distinguished
Senator from Nebraska [Mr. Hruskal
who is on the Judiciary Committee and a
member of the Subcommittee on Federal
Prisons. He kindly queried the Bureau of
Prisons and came up with the same in-
formation, that it was an invariable rule
to permit prisoners to have spiritual ad-
vice only from chaplains assigned to the
institution.

In the meantime, it has been reported
to me that Monsignor Russell had con-
ferred with a clergyman from a nearby
community who also acts as assistant to
a full-time chaplain at the prison, and
had been advised to desist from any at-
tempts to visit Hoffa, because “this case
is loaded with dynamite. We will have to
wait until things quiet down.” I do not
know how much Mr, Hoffa stands in need
of spiritual comfort, but it would seem
he would obtain little from a chaplain
under this kind of pressure.

By this time I had resolved to pursue
the matter further. I hold no brief for
Mr. Hoffa and have never attempted to
examine or form an opinion on the facts
of this case. The courts, not the Senate,
are charged with this function, and I am
sure that Mr. Hoffa is and has been rep-
resented by fully competent counsel, As
I stated, I believe he should receive ex-
actly the same treatment that every oth-
er prisoner receives—no more, no less, I
was not prepared to accept, however, the
insistence that it was an ironclad rule
that prisoners could never receive spirit-
ual attention from any clergyman except
the prison chaplains. And I determined
to try to ascertain the truth of this as-
sertion.

Naturally, I communicated these facts
to Mr. Loeb and suggested that as he was
so deeply interested in the case, he might
take steps to ascertain the true facts, be-
cause my staff is burdened with other
matters and I would not have the means
to conduct any survey.

On September 28, I received from Mr.
Loeb a copy of a report made to him by
one of his reporters, Arthur Egan, who
had interviewed for 115 hours the warden
of the Federal prison at Danbury, Conn.
In the report Mr. Egan quotes the warden
as follows:

“We encourage all members of all faiths
to come here and work or talk with our in-
mates, priests, ministers, or rabbis—makes

no difference to us—all are welcome,” said
the warden.

“We do everything we can to asslst these
people. We, and the entire Federal penal sys-
tem place great stress on and need for outside
religious help. These people are the link be-
tween the inmate and the community—they
keep the man’s faith up, they get down to
the grass roots of the situation so to speak.”

When I stressed the point the right of a
priest was denied, the warden sald, “The in-
mate must be an exceptional inmate, must
have committed an exceptional crime.”

His report further states:

The warden expressed utter disbellef that
any member of any faith was denied the right
to visit an inmate in a Federal institution.
“Not allowing an outside minister, priest, or
rabbl to visit an inmate is contrary to the
policy and regulations of the Bureau of Pris-
ons,"” was the warden’s remark when I told
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him a Catholic priest was denled the right
to see an inmate.

When asked if this was the policy because
his institution was & minimum security pris-
on he sald it wasn't—that the same policy
holds true for all Federal Prisons regardless
of security.

Mr. President, I cannot vouch for the
accuracy of Mr, Egan’'s report, but cer-
tainly I have no reason to doubt it. I
feel that the Subcommittee on National
Penitentiaries of the Committee on the
Judiciary should investigate further into
this matter and seek to ascertain the
policy of the Bureau of Prisons with
respect to visits by spiritual advisers. I
informed the distinguished Senator from
Nebraska that I intended to speak of
this matter on the floor and invited him,
if convenient, to be present. I would, of
course, welcome any comments he may
have to make on any further light he
may throw upon this question.

I hope that this matter can be settled,
not because it concerns a rather no-
torious prisoner, but because it would
seem in the public interest to know ex-
actly whether this is the policy and, if
s0, why.

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. COTTON. I gladly yield to my
friend, the Senator from Nebraska.

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator from New Hampshire should be
commended for the persistence with
which he has pursued this matter. I
believe the matter illustrates the great
variety of situations and inquiries with
which Members of the Senate are con-
fronted from time to time.

One of my assignments as a member
of the Committee on the Judiciary for
the last 10 or 12 years has been to be &
member of the Subcommittee on Na-
tional Penitentiaries; and in pursuing
that assignment I have come fo have &
high regard for the tremendous progress
that has been made in the prison system
of this country. Under the brilliant
leadership of James Bennett, who has
retired, tremendous steps have been
taken to cover the matter of rehabilita-
tion, of education, of training, and of
fitting men, even under a work release
program, for reentry into society.
There has not been neglected the matter
of religious education and the provision
for such ministers, rabbis, or priests as
might come along.

When the Senator from New Hamp-
shire asked me about this matter, I told
him I would be most pleased to inquire
into it, because it would be a specific
inquiry in an area about which I have
made frequent inquiry on my own, in
connection with my official duties. So
I addressed an inquiry to the present
Director of the Federal Bureau of
Prisons, Mr. Myrl Alexander, and under
date of August 3 he replied to my inquiry.

I ask unanimous consent that the text
of his letter be printed at the conclu-
sion of my remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr, HRUSKA. The sum and substance
of the reply is that Mr, Hoffa is not being
handled in any way inconsistent with the
policies and procedures of the Federal
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Bureau of Prisons. I have in my hand
a copy of the policy memorandum on
the subject of religious beliefs and prac-
tices of inmates, issued by the Bureau
of Prisons on April 6, 1966.

I ask unanimous consent that perti-
nent parts of the bulletin bearing upon
this subject be printed in the Record
at the conclusion of my remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 2.)

Mr. HRUSKA. Based upon the text of
that policy memorandum and upon the
letter, I would say that what Mr. Alex~
ander said in his letter of October 3 is
true and correct.

I have not seen the report that Mr.
Egan made to the publisher of the news-
paper, Mr. Loeb. I do not know its con-
tents.

I would say this, however: It would
appear that the warden at the Danbury
institution is right—there is resort to the
ministers, the rabbis, and the priests of
a community in which the institution is
located, for the purpose of furnishing a
link with the community, and to furnish,
also, such religious ministrations as the
prisoners might desire when they can-
not be supplied within the institution it-
self, Of that I have personal knowledge.
But to import a member of the clergy
from one community to a distant institu-
tion would open tremendous adminis-
trative difficulties in large institutions
such as those at Lewisburg, Atlanta, Fort
Leavenworth, and others across the
country.

I believe that Mr. Alexander has truly
spoken, What I should like to do, how~
ever, and I offer to do it willingly—again,
in line with the duties that have been
assigned to me as a member of this sub-
committee—is to refer the entire matter,
including the Egan report, to Mr. Alex-
ander, and let him comment upon it.

But I do believe that Mr. Hoffa is not
being disecriminated against, and that he
is being handled in a proper fashion in
this regard.

All of his spiritual needs are being
taken care of that can be taken care of.
Perhaps they are not being taken care
of on the basis he would like to have it.
Maybe the dentist who works on his teeth
is not the dentist he would have if he
were at large. Maybe the clothes he
wears are not the same clothes he would
wear. However, that is a part of the price
he is paying for having violated certain
laws. The matter was litigated and
maybe he is a little discommoded, un-
happy, and provoked, but that is beside
the point. The point is that this is the
policy within the prison system, from my
inquiry. I would be happy to supply any
new material which the Senator from
New Hampshire has received and we will
see what the judgment of the prison
system is on that score.

ExHIBIT 1
AvcusT 8, 1967.
Hon, RomMan HRUSKA,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

Dear SEnaTOR HRUSKEA: I have your recent
inquiry in which you, as & member of the
National Penitentlaries Sub-committee, re-
quested information on the visiting privi-
leges accorded Mr. James R. Hoffa at the U.8.
Penitentiary, Lewisburg, Pennsylvania. I un-
derstand that you have been contacted by
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another member of the Senate concerning
the possibllity of a Catholic Priest visiting
Mr. Hoffa while he is in our custody.

Since his commitment, Mr. Hoffa has been
handled in a manner consistent with our
policies and procedures. He is not discrimi-
nated agalnst and, by the same token, he
recelves no privileges which are not accorded
to other inmates in the institution.

As you know, it has been our long stand-
ing policy that all inmates have access to
religious counsel and have the opportunity
to worship in accordance with their faith.
Consistent with this policy, we have two
full-time Chaplains on the staff at the Lewls-
burg institution, one Protestant and the
other, Catholic. Their sole responsibility is
to minister to the spiritual needs of the
inmate population.

All offenders confined in our institutions
are permitted to receive regular visits from
members of their immediate family and from
attorneys of record. In Mr. Hoffa's situation,
he has been recelving regular visits in ac-
cordance with the rules and regulations of
the Lewisburg institution. As I am certain
you can appreciate, it 1s not possible for us
to extend visiting privileges beyond those
I have mentioned. To do so, would be admin-
istratively impossible due to the limited size
of our visiting facilities and the number of
inmates confined in our institutions.

I hope that this information will be of as-
sistance to you. If I can be of further help,
please let me know.

Sincerely,
MyRrRL E. ALEXANDER,
Director.

ExHIBIT 2

1. PoLicy: FREEDOM OF RELIGIOUS BELIEF AND
PRACTICE

a, The objective of the Bureau of Prisons
is to extend the greatest amount of freedom
and opportunity in this area as is consonant
with the total mission of the Bureau. This
includes the requirements of malintaining
security, safety, and orderly conditions in the
institutions and of distributing available
resources as Wwisely as possible among the
many kinds of services and activities which
contribute to these aims and to the purpose
of rehabilitating offenders. To this end we
have established these policies,

b. Chaplains employed by the Bureau are
avallable to serve all inmates, assisting them
to deepen and expand their knowledge,
understanding and commitment to the be-
liefs and principles of the religion of their
choice and to resolve such personal conflicts
as they may have relative to religious be-
lefs.

c. Achieving these purposes may, and at
times should, entail utilization of resources
beyond those normally available within the
institution, including clergymen or other

representatives of churches in the coms-
munity.
- L L] L] L]

We recognize the fact that members of
some religious falths have special needs
which cannot be met by the services of the
institutional chaplain, For example, there
are some Protestant denominations in which
there are special requirements surrounding
the administration of the Sacraments, Jew-
ish inmates, members of the Church of
Jesus Christ and the Latter Day Saints,
Jehovah's Witnes and oth also have
special religious needs.

The chaplains are responsible for coordi-
nation of all religious services. When in-
mate request shows the need for such de-
nominational activity, the chaplain may,
with the approval of the Warden, provide
contract coverage from the local community,
or as suggested by the appropriate adminis-
trative office of the denomination involved.
Such special denominational activities shall
be scheduled at a time when the institution
can provide adequate staff supervision. Serv-
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fces conducted by a regularly appointed
chaplain, contract chaplain, or approved
civilian religious leader shall be open to the
general population, with consent of the re-
liglous leader involved. Where religious
groups with special needs are without the
services of a visiting clergyman, they may, on
recommendation of the chaplain and with
approval of the Warden, be permitted to
meet for religious activities under super-
vision of a staff member. Inmate conducted
religious activities are not open to the gen-
eral population, but shall be limited to bona
fidle members of the group holding the
service, Under no circumstances will mems-
bers of a religious group be permitted to
proselytize members within the institution
population.
» L]
e. The policy of augmenting usual religious
services does not contemplate the admission
of clergymen to conduct worship services
except on invitation of the chaplains pur-
suant to the policies set forth above.

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, I thank
the distinguished Senator from Nebraska
for his very courteous, thorough, and
enlightening explanation of the situa-
tion. I know my friend from Nebraska
and the other members of the Subcom-
mittee on National Penitentiaries of the
Committee on the Judiciary and I feel
sure and I hope they will give this matter
a fairly thorough investigation, and not
because Mr., Hoffa or other individuals
are involved. However this is a point
upon which I am sure—and this in no
way reflects upon my confidence in the
Senator from Nebraska, as there is no
Senator in whose sincerity and direct-
ness we could have greater confidence—a
renewed inquiry to Mr. Alexander is not
going to resolve the question.

I have a distinet feeling, having known
Mr. Bennett in the years of his very
constructive service as the Director of
Prisons, that had he been the Director of
Prisons and I had written him a letter
merely requesting that a Catholi¢ priest
be allowed to visit the prisoner, I doubt
very much if I would have received the
same kind of reply.

It was indicated in Mr. Alexander’s
response to me that he was only—and I
repeat the word “only”—entitled to
ministrations of the regular chaplains in
the prison. Now, in his subsequent com-
munication to my good friend from
Nebraska he seems to draw a regional
line and to be saying that they do permit
outside clergymen to come in, but only
from adjoining, contiguous, or fairly
nearby communities. I cannot quite see
the point in that. There is no suggestion
that a priest from a distant community
or the home community of the prisoner
be transported to the penitentiary.

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. COTTON. I yield.

Mr. HRUSKA. I fear that I must have
created the wrong impression or given
the wrong statement in respect to this
policy memorandum and also with ref-
erence to the use of members of the
clergy from the area around the insti-
tution where the prison is located. It is
not that way. Wherever there is a need
for them, they come from that commu-
nity. It is not in every case that they
can come in. There are regulations and
the text of some of the regulations I have
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inserted in the Recorp show that to be
the case.

Obviously, if there is a full-time Cath-
olic priest in the institution, as there is
in Lewisburg, Pa., there is no call for any
additional personal services at the hands
of another priest, certainly not unless
there are so many in the prison he would
not have time to minister to all of them.
That is one of the things borne out in the
policy memorandum, and I understand
it is the policy of long standing, even
under James Bennett, the longtime ad-
ministrator of the prison system.

If I did mislead the Senator from New
Hampshire I am sorry, but I think that a
perusal of this policy memorandum
will clear the matter up in this regard.

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, we are
holding up the proceedings of the Senate
and I do not want to prolong the mat-
ter. I thank the Senator from Nebraska
for his comment. He was kind enough to
show me, just a moment ago, the pro-
vision in a memorandum of policy, as I
understood it—not a regulation.

Mr. HRUSKA. It is entitled, “Policy
Memorandum.”

Mr. COTTON. I thank the Senator. It
is a policy memorandum which, to me, is
somewhat different than rules and reg-
ulations adopted for the administration
of Federal prisons. It is a statement of
policy. Apparently, as I read it, it indi-
cates that there is a distinetion drawn
between permitting a clergyman to come
in from the immediate vicinity as op-
posed to one coming in from a distance.
Perhaps in many cases they make use of
persons residing in the community.
Again, I repeat, I hold no brief for Mr.
Hoffa as an individual, but in this matter
of permitting a priest, who ministered to
his family, having the opportunity to see
him, that situation certainly is not sim-
ilar to the dentist who works on his
teeth. It is not quite the same as the
kind of haircut one gets in prison. It is
not in any manner similar to the style
or quality clothes they wear.

Mr. President, it has been my impres-
sion—and not in connection with Fed-
eral institutions, of which I know lit-
tle—that in many State institutions it is
the policy to encourage, and unless it
became @ nuisance and the visits were
so frequent as to interfere with the prison
regime and discipline, to welcome the
work that would be done by a clergyman
of a person’s choice in rehabilitating and
assisting that prisoner. I still think that
is the right policy: I am not convinced it
has not been, to some extent at least and
within reasonable restrictions, the policy
in Federal prisons.

I again express the hope that the sub-
committee will look into this matter
rather carefully in order that the prin-
ciple may be clearly established.

I apologize to my friends on the com-
mittee who have this conference report
for taking the time, and again I thank
the Senator from Nebraska who has been
most cooperative.

INDEPENDENT OFFICES AND HOUS-
ING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT
BILL, 1968—CONFERENCE REPORT

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, by
agreement between the acting leaders of
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the majority and minority, I submit a re-
port of the committee of conference on
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses
on the amendments of the Senate to the
bill (H.R. 9960) making appropriations
for sundry independent executive bu-
reaus, boards, commissions, corporations,
agencies, offices, and the Department of
Housing and Urban Development for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1968, and for
other purposes. I ask unanimous consent
for the present consideration of the
report.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re-
port will be read for the information of
the Senate.

The legislative clerk read the report.

(For conference report, see House pro-
ceedings of today.)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration of
the report?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the report.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, the con-
ference report is signed by all conferees
of both Houses. I regret to report that
the conferees are not in agreement on
all items in conference. I ask first that
the conference report be approved, and
and I want to say that the savings made
by the conference report up to this time,
without considering matters which will
be left to be determined in subsequent
conferences, is something in the neigh-
borhood of $500 million below the Presi-
dent’s budget.

I shall ask for adoption of the confer-
ence report, but first yield to my dis-
tinguished friend from Colorado.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, the dis-
tinguished Senator, of course, is right. I
think it is proper to call attention to
this matter and also to state at this time
that it is the intention of the distin-
guished Senator from Florida, with my
full consent, after adoption of the con-
ference report, to send back to confer-
ence the items in disagreement. That is
our intention at the present time.

That is all I have to say at this mo-
ment.

Mr. HOLLAND. That is the joint in-
tention, Mr. President. We have assured
one of our distinguished friends, very
much interested in this matter—he has
now come into the Chamber, the Sen-
ator from New York [Mr. Javirs]l—that
it is our intention to insist on the Senate
amendments that deal with model cities
and rent supplements,

Mr. JAVITS. I thank the Senator from
Florida for his customary courtesy in
giving me notice.

Mr. President, I shall not take myself
as an example, but will take the mem-
bers of the Appropriations Committee on
the hardheaded way in which they
worked on this problem. In spite of the
tremendous difficulties faced by our cities
today, they came to the conclusion that
both programs were eminently justified.

I realize the problem of budget cut-
ting going on in the other body, but with
all respect, they are complefely indis-
criminate and the President is greatly
at fault in not giving Congress his con-
cept of the order of priorities. I shall
be arguing that point on tomorrow’s
question .of the continuing resolution,
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but I am mentioning it now because I
appreciate the feeling of the conferees in
view of the considered judgment of the
Appropriations Committee. The Appro-
priations Commitiee is certainly not
likely to go wild on the so-called liberal
side, but this was a hardheaded con-
sideration and they came to the con-
clusion that it is justified.

I greatly appreciate the attitude of the
conferees, who stood by that finding of
the committee in the Senate today, as
to what humanly can be done with it.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I want
to say, without any variance at all, that
all the conferees on the Senate side stood
by the Senate action on the two highly
controversial items, model cities and rent
supplements.

There has been no weakness or yield-
ing on the part of Senate conferees. The
items were reported in disagreement.
The House stood by its position. We shall,
of course, after adoption of the confer-
ence report, insist upon those amend-
ments on these two matters and we shall
ask for a further conference in the other
body and for the appointment of Senate
conferees on these two items.

Mr. JAVITS. I thank the Senator very
much.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I move
adoption of the conference report.

The conference report was adopted.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, there
is one amendment——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will report the first amendment.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

Resolved, That the House recede from its
disagreement to the amendment of the Sen-
ate numbered 3 to the aforesald bill, and
concur therein with an amendment as fol-
lows: In lieu of the sum proposed by sald
amendment, insert “$1,000,000”,

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, this is
a technical amendment. There is a split
between the two amounts. It is now our
duty, under what was agreed in confer-
ence, to agree to this particular amend-
ment of the House.

Mr. President, in Senate amendment
No. 3, we are not going into detail but I
think it will be necessary and I move now
that the Senate do agree to the amend-
ment of the House just adopted to Sen-
ate amendment No. 3.

Mr. JAVITS. I hope that the Recorp
will contain an explanation. I think that
Senators should be able to read it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to motion of the Sen-
ator from Florida.

The motion was agreed to.

Mr. HOLLAND. Now, Mr. President,
we come to the three amendments which
are in actual disagreement and I ask
that they be considered en bloe, if that
irid agreeable to the Senator from Colo-

0.

Mr. ALLOTT. Certainly.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will state the three amendments.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

Resolved, That the House insists upon its
disagr nt to the amend ts of the Sen-

ate numbered 58, 59, and 67 to the aforesaid
bill.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I state
again that these are the three amend-
ments, two of which deal with the model
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cities program as handled in the Senate
bill, and the other with the rent supple-
ments.

I now move that the Senate insist on
its amendments No. 58, and 59, which
deal with the model cities program, and
No. 67, which deals with the rent sup-
plement program.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the motion of the
Senator from Florida.

The motion was agreed to.

Mr. HOLLAND. I move that the Sen-
ate request a further conference with
the House on these three amendments
and that the Chair be authorized to ap-
point the conferees.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Presiding Officer appointed Mr, MacNU-
soN, Mr. ELLENDER, Mr. RUSsSELL, Mr.
HoLrLaND, Mr. PASTORE, Mr. ALLOTT, Mrs.
SmitH, and Mr. HrRuskgA conferees on the
part of the Senate.

WELL DONE

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I believe
that our administration deserves a “well
done,” in connection with the restraint
and fairness with which it handled the
peace demonstration of this past week-
end. Just as I salute the bravery of our
soldiers in Vietnam, so I salute the
restraint of the young soldiers at the
Pentagon this past weekend.

I wonder, too, what other great nation
could permit such a massive demonstra-
tion to occur—and where, if it occurred,
so little violence or mayhem would have
accompanied it. Press reports indicate
that not a shot was fired, and not a single
individual was hospitalized for more than
a day or for major injuries.

Certainly such a demonstration could
not have occurred in Russia, or China, or
North Vietnam. I rejoice that the free-
dom of our institutions and the restraint
of our Government are such that it could
take place in our own great country.

ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF SEN-
ATOR MANSFIELD AFTER THE
PRAYER AND APPROVAL OF THE
JOURNAL TOMORROW

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr, Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that on
tomorrow, after the prayer and approval
of the Journal, the able and distinguished
majority leader, the Senator from Mon-
tana [Mr. MANSFIELD], be recognized for
not to exceed 10 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, if there be no further business to
come before the Senate, I move, in ac-
cordance with the order previously en-
tered, that the Senate stand in adjourn-
ment until 12 noon tomorrow.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 6
o'clock and 28 minutes p.m.) the Senate
adjourned, until tomorrow, Wednesday,
October 25, 1967, at 12 noon.

NOMINATION

Executive nomination received by the
Senate October 24, 1967:

October 24, 1967

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION

Frank W, Lehan, of California, to be an
Assistant Secretary of Transportation (new
position).

CONFIRMATIONS

Executive nomination confirmed by
the Senate October 24, 1967:

IN THE DIPLOMATIC AND FOREIGN SERVICE

The nominations beginning John P, L,
Ghiardi, of Michigan, to be a Foreign Service
officer of class 1, a consular officer, and a sec-
retary in the diplomatic service of the United
States of America, and ending Miss Mary
Eileen Welch, of California, to be a consular
officer of the United States of America, which
nominations were received by the Senate and
appeared in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD on
September 20, 1967; and

The nominations beginning J. Wesley
Adams, Jr,, of Illinois, to be a consular officer
of the United States of America, and ending,
Daniel E. Zellmer, of Missourl, to be a con-
sular officer of the United States of America,
which nominations were received by the
Senate and appeared in the CONGRESSIONAL
RecorD on September 20, 1967.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
TuESDAY, OcToBER 24, 1967

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.

Rabbi Chaim Z. Rozwaski, First He-
brew Congregation, Peekskill, N.Y., of-
fered the following prayer:

Let us pray.

Our Heavenly Father, Thou sustainest
daily in Thy kindness the works of crea-
tion and guidest the destiny of man and
nations.

Once more Thy servants of this great
and noble House gather to deliberate the
way to discharge their responsibilities.

Grant them the courage to match their
actions with their words, the wisdom to
perceive the needs of their people at
home, and the ability to fulfill them with
honor and compassion.

Give them understanding to grasp the
meaning emanent in the historical foun-
dations and role of the United States of
America. Shower upon them the wisdom
to reach decisions that will preserve this
Nation as a fortress of humanity, free-
dom, and dignity and make it an example
unto all the nations of the world. En-
lighten their minds to discern what are
the fleeting and the firm interests and
values of our society so that this decade
of ideological and moral convulsions
should come to an end. Grant them the
resolve to stand by the highest office in
the land in this time of trial and preserve
it as a tower of national resolution and
unity in the face of spreading discord
and discontent.

In this age of international erisis of
conscience, the eyes of the world look
toward this House for leadership, and
the hope of mankind rests upon the daily
actions taken here. May it be Thy will
that these hopes will be sustained and
the deliberations and undertakings of
this House will be guided and blessed by
Thy divine grace. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The Journal of the proceedings of yes-
terday was read and approved.
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MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Arrington, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate had passed a bfll of the
following title, in which the concurrence
of the House is requested:

S.2171. An act to amend the Subversive
Activities Control Act of 1950 so as to accord
with certain decisions of the courts.

COMMUNICATION FROM THE CLERK
OF THE HOUSE IN RE WILKINSON
VERSUS THE UNITED STATES OF

AMERICA

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following communication from the
Clerk of the House of Representatives:

OrrFicE oF TNE CLERK,

HoUuse OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, D.C., October 19, 1967.

Re civil action file No. 2643-1967.

The Honorable the SPEAKER,

House of Representatives

Dear Str: By this letter I am transmitting
to you a summons in a civil action directed
against the United States of America and the
Clerk of the House of Representatives of the
Congress of the United States. I was served
with this petition on the 17th of October
by & Deputy United States Marshal. In
addition to notifying you of this action in
accordance with 2 U.S. Code 118 a copy of
this summons is being forwarded to the
U.S. District Attorney for the District of
Columbia. In accordance with the provisions
of this statute I am requesting the U.S.
District Attorney to enter an appearance,
file an answer and defend this civil action.
Additionally I am notifying the Attorney
General of the United States that this sult
has been filed against me in my officlal ca-
pacity as Clerk of the House of Representa-
tives of the Congress of the United States.
Coples of these letters and notification are
attached hereto,

This summons is attached and the matter
is presented for such action as the House in
its wisdom may see fit to take.

Respectfully submitted.

W. PaT JENNINGS,
Clerk, U.S. House of Representatives.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, the
summons and pleadings will be printed
in the RECORD.

There was no objection.

The documents are as follows:

[US. Distriet Court for the District of
Columbia]

(Summons in a civil action—Civil action file
No. 2643-1967)

OpESSA WILKINSON, GUARDIAN OF VEEDA KAYE
WILKINSON, PLAINTIFF, ¥. UNITED STATES OF
AMERICA, THE CLERE oF THE HOUSE OF REP-
RESENTATIVES OF THE CONGRESS OF THE
UNITED STATES, DEFENDANT
To the above named defendant, the Clerk

of the House of Representatives of the Con-

gress of the United States.

You are hereby summoned and required
to serve upon Cobb, Howard, Hayes &
Windsor, George H. Windsor, plaintifi’s at-
torney, whose address is 613 F Street, NW,,
Washington, D.C., an answer to the com-
plaint which is herewith served upon you,
within 60 days after service of this summons
upon you, exclusive of the day of service.
If you fail to do so, judgement by default
will be taken against you for the relief
described in the complaint.

RoOBERT M. STEARNS,
Clerk of Court.
Mary B. DEAVERS,
Deputy Clerk.

Date: October 13, 1967,
Note:—This summons is issued pursuant
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to Rule 4 of the Federal Rules of Civil -

Procedure.

[U.S. District Court for the District of
Columbia]

ODESsA WILKINSON, GUARDIAN OF VEEDA EAYE
WiIiLkINsoN, 8190 MapisoNn STREET, NW.,
WasHINGTON, D.C.,, PLAINTIFF, ?¥. UNITED
STATES OF AMERICA AND THE CLERE OF THE
Houst oF REPRESENTATIVES OF THE CONGRESS
oF THE UNITED STaTES, WasHINGTON, D.C.,
DEFENDANTS—OCIVIL AcTIiON No. 2643-1967

COMPLAINT FOR STATUTORY DEATH BENEFITS

1. This Court has jurisdiction to grant the
relief sought under United States Code, Title
28, Sections 1346(a) (2), 2201 and 2208.

2, The plaintiff is an adult citizen of the
United States residing in the District of Co-
lumbia. She is suing in her representative ca-
pacity as the duly appointed, qualified and
acting guardian of her minor daughter, Veeda
Kaye Wilkinson, in Guardianship No. 18,783
in the United States District Court for the
District of Columbia. She is not suing in her
individual capacity as she was divorced from
Roy P. Wilkinson, deceased, in Civil Action
No. 3151-55 in the United States District
Court for the District of Columbia.

3. The United States Government is named
as a defendant because the plaintiff seeks an
adjudication that she has a right to the
payment of funds from the Treasury of the
United States.

4. The Clerk of the House of Representa-
tives of the Congress of the United States is
being sued in his officlal capacity under Rule
25(d) (2) of the Federal Rules of Civil Pro-
cedure.

b. Veeda Eaye Wilkinson, minor, is the
daughter of Roy P. Wilkinson, who died
March 18, 19656 a resildent of the District of
Columbia. She resides with her mother, the
plaintiff, in the District of Columbia. Prior to
the death of her father, Roy P. Wilkinson,
she was being supported by him pursuant to
Order of the United States District Court
for the District of Columbia in Civil Action
No. 3151-56. The said Veeda Kaye Wilkinson
is the sole helr at law and next of kin of the
sald Roy P. Wilkinson under applicable law
of the District of Columbia.

6. The aforesaid decedent, Roy P. Wilkin-
son, for many years prior to his death and
at the time of his death was employed by the
House of Representatives of the Congress of
the United States, and upon his death his
heirs at law and next of kin became entitled
to the payment of a monetary benefit under
United States Code, Title 2, Section 125, 1965
Supplement.

7. Veeda Kaye Wilkinson, aforesaid, upon
the death of her father, Roy P. Wilkinson,
was his sole heir at law and next of kin be-
came entitled to the statutory benefit above
referred to in paragraph 6.

8. Plaintiff, as guardian and on behalf of
Veeda EKaye Wilkinson, has made several
demands upon the Clerk of the House of
Representatives of the Congress of the United
States for payment of said benefit, which de-
mands have been refused.

9. The refusal of the Clerk, as aforesaid,
to make payment to the plaintiff, as guard-
ian of Veeda Eay Wilkinson, of the aforesald
statutory benefit is wrongful, arbitrary and
capricious, and without proper regard for the
rights of the minor child, Veeda Kaye Wil-
kinson, and the legal responsibility of the de-
fendant Clerk to act rationally and respon-
sibly in paying such statutory benefits.

Wherefore, the promises considered, the
plaintiff prays that this Court enter judg-
ment declaring that Veeda Kaye Wilkinson
is entitled to the payment of the statutory
benefit above referred to In paragraph 6 as
the sole heir at law and next of kin of Roy P.
‘Wilkinson, deceased, and for such other and
further rellef as to the Court may appear ap-
propriate.

Cobb, Howard, Hayes & Windsor, Attorneys
at Law, 613 F Street NW., Wi DC.

By: GeorGE H. WINDSOR.
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OFFICE OF THE CLEERK,
House OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, D.C., October 19, 1967.
Re clvil action file No, 2643-1967.
Hon. Davip G. BREsS,
U.S. Attorney for the District of Columbia,
U.S. Courthouse, Washington, D.C.

Dear Mgr. Bress: I am sending you a copy
of a summons in a civil action that was
served on me in my official capacity as Clerk
of the House of Representatives of the Con-
gress of the United States, This service was
accomplished on October 17 by a Deputy
U.8. Marshal.

In accordance with 2 US. Code 118 I
respectfully request that you enter an ap-
pearance, file an answer or take such other
action as you may deem necessary in defense
of this suit against the United States of
America and the Clerk of the U.S. House of
Representatives of the Congress of the
United States.

This office will assist you in any way
possible in preparation of your answer and
defense, If you have any questions regarding
this matter or if you need additional infor-
mation please contact my legal advisor, Mr,
Bill Hollowell.

Respectfully submitted.

W. PaT JENNINGS,
Clerk, U.S. House of Representatives.

OFFICE OF THE CLERK,
Hovusg OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, D.C., October 19, 1967.

Re civil action file No. 2643-1967.
Hon. RaMSEY CLARK,
Attorney General of the United States,
Department of Justice,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Me. CrLark: I am sending you a copy
of a summons in a civil action filed against
the United States of America and the Clerk
of the House of Representatives of the Con=-
gress of the United States. I was served with
this summons on October 17 by a Deputy
U.8. Marshal.

In accordance with 2 U.S. Code 118 I have
sent a copy of this action to the U.S. Distriet
Attorney for the District of Columbia re-
questing that he enter an appearance and
defend this action, Realizing that the de-
fense of this action will be conducted under
the supervision and direction of the Attorney
General I am also sending you a copy of the
summons as well as a copy of the letter that
I am forwarding to the U.S. District Attorney.

Respectfully submitted.

W. PAT JENNINGS,
Clerk, U.S. House of Representatives.

RABBI CHAIM ROZWASKI

Mr. OTTINGER. Mr, Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my
remarks, and to include extraneous
matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
New York?

There was no objection.

Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Speaker, it was
our privilege to have the invocation de-
livered this morning by one of my con-
stituents and a good friend, Rabbi Chaim
Rozwaskl, spiritual leader of the First
Hebrew Congregation of Peekskill, N.Y.

Rabbi Rozwaski, a graduate of Roose-
velt and Purdue Universities and the He-
brew Theological College, is a leader in
his community and in Westchester Coun-
ty. Among his many community activities
he is presently serving as the president
of the Peekskill Area Pastors’ Associa-
tion and as chairman of the Northern
Westchester Board of Rabbis.

I am very happy that Rabbi Rozwaski
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was able to join us today and thank our
Chaplain, Dr. Latch, for affording him
this opportunity.

So that our colleagues may be better
acquainted with Rabbi Rozwaski, I insert
herewith, for inclusion in the RECORD, &
copy of his curriculum vitae:

A BrRIEF CURRICULUM VITAE OF RABBI
CHAIM ROZWASKI

OCCUPATION

Rabbi, First Hebrew Congregation of Peeks-
kill, 1821 East Main Street, Peekskill, N.¥.

EDUCATION

A. Hebrew: Ordination, Hebrew Theologli-
eal College; B.H.L., Hebrew Theological Col-
lege; Certificate, Hebrew University, Jeru-
salem Maimonides College; Graduate work,
Jewish philosophy at Hebrew Theological Col-
lege.
egEt. Secular: B.A., Roosevelt University;
M. Sc., Purdue University; 45 postgraduate
hours in philosophy and sociology.

C. Publications: Contributed articles to
various Jewish national magazines and year-
books.

D. Public appearances: Lectured at Hillel
Foundation and Adult Education Forums;
appeared on the radio in own regular weekly
program as well as panelist and guest speaker,

E. Public positions:

1. President, Peekskill Area Pastors’ Asso-
ciation.

2, Chairman, Northern Westchester Board
of Rabbis.

3. Vice president, Eastern Reglonal Rab-
binical Alumni Assoclation, Hebrew Theolog-
ical College.

4. Secretary, Eastern Seaboard Alumni As-
soclation, Jewish University of America.

5. Chaplain, Cortlandt Civil Defense.

6. Cochairman, Publication Committee of
the Rabbinical Councll of America.

7. Member, New York Board of Rabbis.

8. Held various other public positions in
the past.

P. Marital status: Married and the father
of four sons.

PERMISSION TO FILE CONFERENCE
REPORT ON H.R. 10345—APPRO-
PRIATIONS FOR DEPARTMENTS
OF STATE, JUSTICE, COMMERCE,
THE JUDICIARY, AND RELATED
AGENCIES, 1968

Mr., ROONEY of New York, Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
the managers on the part of the House
may have until midnight tonight to file
a conference report on the bill H.R.
10345, making appropriations for the De-
partments of State, Justice, and Com-
merce, the judiciary, and related agen-
cies for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1968,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

PERMISSION TO FILE CONFERENCE
REPORT ON H.R. 11641 —PUBLIC
WORKS AND ATOMIC ENERGY
COMMISSION AFPPROPRIATIONS,
1968

Mr. ROONEY of New York. Mr,
Speaker, on behalf of the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. Kmwan], I ask unanimous
consent that the managers on the part of
the House may have until midnight to-
night to file a conference report on the
bill HR. 11641, making appropriations
for public works and the Atomic Energy
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Commission for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1968.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

THE NEWEST DEMONSTRATION

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Florida?

There was no objection.

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, the newest
demonstration, held in Washington in
protest of the war, was a comparatively
mild affair, Undoubtedly this was due in
large part to the fact that adequate
preparations were made to preserve law
and order and the marchers were well
alerted to this fact. Very probably the
same results could have been obtained
in other cities where rioters created a
living hell for decent, law-abiding
Americans, if Federal, State, and city
officials had made it plain in advance
that they intended to uphold the law
of the land.

It had been anticipated that the
Washington demonstration would draw
200,000 protesters. Only 55,000 partici-
pated. Six hundred of these were ar-
rested for getting out of line and this
show of force caused the whole affair to
disintegrate rapidly.

The fact remains that the demon-
stration showed that too many Ameri-
cans are willing to let themselves be
used by professional agitators. America
has been forced to witness another ex-
ample of the way that freedom can be
abused. It is to be hoped that this fiasco
is not accepted by Ho Chi Minh as a true
expression of American sentiment, for
these antics of the lunatic fringe should
not be the means by which the war is
prolonged. Toleration at home of these
demonstrations can cost the lives of
additional American fighting men in
Vietnam and the life of one American
fighting man should be worth more than
all the spectacles of all the protesters
in the Nation.

AN INEQUITY IN THE MILITARY
SELECTIVE SERVICE LAW

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Illinois?

There was no objection.

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to call to the attention of this House
a restriction in the military selective
service law which is absolutely contrary
to the fundamental concept of the na-
tional effort to halt high school dropouts.
In fact, this provision of the law, which
probably escaped the attention of the
Congress, actually creates dropouts, not
to mention the fact that it is highly dis-
criminatory.

October 24, 1967

Under existing law, a young man at-
tending high school who reaches his 20th
birthday may be pulled right out of
school by the draft board, even though
his academic work is satisfactory and
regardless of the reason for his being be-
hind the rest of his class in age.

I might point out one instance of a
young man who came here, the son of
immigrant parents from Italy, who did
not start school until he was 9 years of
age because of the language barrier. He
is a good student. He has received an
induction notice for November 3, not-
withstanding the fact that his academic
record is good.

On the other hand, there are many
cases where young men have dropped
out of school and been recruited by the
poverty program for the Job Corps and
subsequently put into apprenticeship
programs wherein they are deferable.

So we have a law which actually caters
to the voluntary dropout, on the one
hand, and frequently produces an invol-
untary dropout on the other. It is in-
congruous, it is inequitable, and it de-
mands correction.

PERSONAL ANNOUNCEMENT

Mr, CHAMBERLAIN. Mr. Speaker, it
was necessary for me to be absent yes-
terday while in my district on official
business, and I missed responding to roll-
call No. 333. Had I been present, I would
have voted “yea.”

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent to extend my
remarks at this point in the Recorp and
include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Florida?

There was no objection.

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
on Monday, October 23, 1967, it was nec-
essary for me to be in Florida.

Had I been present on rollcall No. 333,
final passage of H.R. 11627 which au-
thorized the State of Maryland, by and
through its State roads commission or
the successors of said commission, to
construct, maintain, and operate certain
additional bridges and tunnels in the
State of Maryland. I would have voted
in the affirmative.

PROPOSED INTIMIDATION AN IN-
SULT TO THE CONGRESS

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and ex-
tend my remarks.

The SPEAEKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Florida?

There was no objection.

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I have read in this morning’s paper that
a proposal has been put forward by
Martin Luther King that if the Congress
does not pass on certain legislation as
proposed by certain groups, demonstra-
tions will be used to interrupt the work
of Congress in order to pressure the
Congress.
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I think this city and this Nation have
seen enough of these demonstrations. I
consider it an insult to the Congress that
any man would think the Congress can
be intimidated by such threats.

The legislation which comes before the
Congress will be, and should be, consid-
ered on its merits.

The fact that civil disobedience is in~
volved in this intimidation only makes
such a statement more repugnant to me
personally, and I think my colleagues
feel the same way.

CALL OF THE HOUSE

Mr. JONAS. Mr. Speaker, I make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAEKER. Evidently a quorum
is not present.

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker,
I move a call of the House.

A call of the House was ordered.

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol-
lowing Members failed to answer to their
names:

[Roll No. 334]

Ashley Glbbons Philbin
Aspinall Griffiths Poage
Bell Hanna Rarick
Bogga Hébert Reid, N.Y.
Broomfleld Herlong Resnick
Brown, Calif. Holifield Roybal
Button Jones, Mo. 8t. Onge
Corman KEleppe Smith, N.Y.
Dent Kyl Utt
Diggs Long, La. Willlams, Miss.
Flood MeCulloch Willis
Ford, Macdonald, Wright

William D. Mass.
Fountain Mathias, Md.

The SPEAKER. On this rolicall 394
Members have answered to their names,
a quorum.

By unanimous consent, further pro-
ceedings under the call were dispensed
with.

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
RULES TO HAVE UNTIL MIDNIGHT
TO FILE PRIVILEGED REPORTS

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Committee on
Rules may have until midnight tonight
to file certain privileged reports.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi?

There was no objection.

INDEPENDENT OFFICES AND DE-
PARTMENT OF HOUSING AND
URBAN DEVELOPMENT APPRO-
PRIATION BILL, 1968—CONFER-
ENCE REPORT

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr, Speaker,
I call up the conference report on the bill
(H.R. 9960) making appropriations for
sundry independent executive bureaus,
boards, commissions, corporations, agen-
cles, offices, and the Department of Hous-
ing and Urban Development for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1968, and for other
purposes, and ask unanimous consent
that the statement of the managers on
the part of the House be read in lieu of
the report.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to

CXIIT—-1879—Part 22

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

the request of the gentleman from Ten-
nessee?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the statement.

The conference report and statement
are as follows:

ConNrFERENCE REPorT (H. REPT. NoO. B03)

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreelng votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
9960) “making appropriations for sundry in-
dependent executive bureaus, boards, com-
missions, corporations, agencies, offices, and
the Department of Housing and Urban De-
velopment for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1968, and for other purposes,” having met,
after full and free conference, have agreed to
recommend and do recommend to their
respective Houses as follows:

That the Senate recede from its amend-
ments numbered 1, 6, 9, 12, 16, 26, 27, 30, 31,
37, 38, 42, 45, 47, 48, 50, 53, 54, 55, 56, 57,
64, 66, 70, and T6.

That the House recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendments of the Senate num-
bered 11, 13, 24, 28, 32, 33, 41, 43, 46, 62,
85, T1, 72, T3, T4, 15, and 77, and agree to the
same.

Amendment numbered 2: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 2, and agree
to the same with an amendment as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by sald amend-
ment Iinsert “$1,560,000”; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 4: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 4, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by sald amend-
ment insert “$20,000,000"”; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 5: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 5, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by sald amend-
ment insert “$8,083,000"; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 7: That the House
recede from its dlsagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 7, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert “$36,000,000"; and the Senate
agree to the same,

Amendment numbered 8: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 8, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the matter proposed by sald amend-
ment insert “including funding of Inter-
agency Boards of Examiners,”; and the Sen-
ate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 10: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 10, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the matter proposed by sald amend-
ment insert:

“COMMISSION ON POLITICAL ACTIVITY OF
GOVERNMENT PERSONNEL
“Salaries and erpenses

“For an additional amount for ‘Salaries
and expenses’, $25,000.”

And the Benate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 14: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 14, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by sald amend-
ment insert “$260,600,000"; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 15: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 15, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lleu of the sum proposed by sald amend-
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ment insert “$63,757,900"; and the Senate
agree to the same,

Amendment numbered 25: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 25, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the matter proposed by said amend-
ment insert “Federal office bullding (sub-
structure), Seattle, Washington, $4,5600,000;
and”; and the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 29: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 29, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert *$68,600,000”; and the Senate
agree to the same,

Amendment numbered 34: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 34, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert *“$23,460,000"; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 385: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 35, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In leu of the matter proposed by sald
amendment insert “purchase of two air-
craft,””; and the Senate agree to the same,

Amendment numbered 36: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 36, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the matter stricken and inserted
by sald amendment, insert “three”; and the
Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 89: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 39, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lleu of the sum proposed by sald amend-
ment insert “$13,975,000"”; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 40: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 40, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lleu of the sum proposed by sald amend-
ment insert “$45,850,000"; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 44: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 44, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert “$665,000"; and the Senate agree
to the same.

Amendment numbered 49: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 49, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by sald amend-
ment insert ‘‘$30,000,000”; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 51: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 51, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lleu of the sum proposed by sald amend-
ment insert ‘$25,000,000”; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 52: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 52, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by sald amend-
ment insert “$45,000,000”; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 60: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 60, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by sald amend-
ment Insert “$2,200,000”; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 61: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 61, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
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In lleu of the sum proposed by sald amend-
ment insert *“$3,000,000”; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 63: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 63, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert “$10,000,000"; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 68: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 68, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert “$1,100,000"; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 69: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 69, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by sald amend-
ment insert ‘$4,000,000"; and the Senate
agree to the same.

The committee of conference report in dis-
agreement amendments numbered 8, 17, 18,
19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 68, 59, and 67.

JoE L. EVINS,
EpwArD P. BOLAND,
GEORGE E. SHIPLEY,
RoOBERT N, GraiMo,
JorN O. MARSH, JrI.,
Davip PRYOR,
GEORGE MAHON,
CHARLES R. JONAS
(except amendments
Nos. 43, 44, and T1
through 76),
WiLriaMm E, MINSHALL
(except amendments
Nos. 43, 44, and T1
through 76),
Louis C. WYMAN
(except amendments
Nos. 43, 44, and 71
through 76),
Burr L. TALCOTT
(except amendments
Nos. 43, 44, and 71
through 76),
Frank T. Bow
(except amendments
Nos. 43, 44, and 71
through 76),
Managers on the Part of the House.
WARREN G. MAGNUSON,
ALLEN J. ELLENDER,
RicHARD B. RUSSELL,
SpreEssarp L. HOLLAND,
JoHN O. PASTORE,
GORDON ALLOTT,
MARGARET CHASE SMITH,
RoMAN L. HRUSKA,
Managers on the Part of the Senate.

STATEMENT

The managers on the part of the House at
a conference on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses on the amendments of the Senate
to the bill (H.R. 89680) making appropria=-
tions for sundry independent executive
bureaus, boards, commissions, corporations,
agencies, offices, and the Department of
Housing and Urban Development for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1968, and for
other purposes, submit the following state-
ment in explanation of the effect of the
action agreed upon and recommended in the
accompanying conference report as to each
of such amendments; namely:

TITLE I
Office of Emergency Planning

Amendment No. 1: Appropriates $4,700,000
for salaries and expenses as proposed by the
House instead of $4,740,000 as proposed by
the Senate.

Office of Science and Technology

Amendment No. 2: Appropriates 1,650,000
for salaries and expenses instead of $1,450,000
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as proposed by the House and $1,650,000 as
proposed by the Senate.
President’s Commission on Postal
Organization

Amendment No. 3: Reported in technical
disagreement. The managers on the part of
the House will offer a motion to appropriate
$1,000,000 for salarles and expenses instead
of $1,600,000 as proposed by the Senate.

Funds appropriated to the President
Disaster Rellef

Amendment No. 4: Appropriates $20,000,-
000 for disaster relief instead of $15,000,000
as proposed by the House and $25,000,000 as
proposed by the Senate. The full extent of
damage in recent hurricanes is not known.

Independent offices
Civil Aeronautics Board

Amendment No. 5: Appropriates $8,983,000
for salaries and expenses instead of $8,900,000
as proposed by the House and $9,066,000
as proposed by the Senate.

Civil Service Commission

Amendment No. 6: Authorizes $1,000 for
official reception and representation expenses
as proposed by the House instead of $2,000
as proposed by the Senate.

Amendments Nos, 7 and 8: Appropriate
$36,000,000 for salaries and expenses, includ-
ing funding of interagency boards of exam-
iners, instead of $23,000,000 as proposed by
the House and $38,033,000 as proposed by the
Senate specifically earmarking $14,614,000
for interagency boards of examiners.

Amendment No, 9: Restores limitation of
$700,000 as proposed by the House on the
amount that may be used for investigation
of United States cltizens for employment by
international organizations.

Commission on Political Activity of
Government Personnel
Amendment No. 10: Appropriates $25,000
for salaries and expenses as proposed by the
Senate. The Commission 1s expected to
complete its activities with this additional
amount.

Federal Communications Commission
Amendment No. 11: Appropriates $19,100,-
000 for salaries and expenses as proposed by
the Senate instead of $19,000,000 as proposed
by the House.

Federal Power Commission

Amendment No. 12: Appropriates $14,-
220,000 for salaries and expenses as proposed
by the House instead of $14,445,000 as pro-
posed by the Senate.

Federal Trade Commission

Amendment No. 13: Appropriates §15,-
150,000 for salaries and expenses as proposed

by the Senate instead of $15,000,000 as pro-
posed by the House.

General Services Administration

Amendment No. 14: Appropriates $260,-
500,000 for operating expenses, Public Build-
ings Service instead of $260,000,000 as pro-
posed by the House and $261,000,000 as pro-
posed by the Senate.

Amendment No. 15: Appropriates $63,-
757,800 for construction of public buildings
projects instead of $64,511,900 as proposed by
the House and $70,641,900 as proposed by the
Senate.

Amendment No. 16: Deletes Senate pro-
posal to authorize $5,784,000 for a Federal
office building, Moblle, Alabama.

Amendments Nos. 17 through 23: Reported
in technical disagreement. The managers on
the part of the House will offer motions to
concur in amendments of the Senate increas-
ing amounts authorized for certain previously
funded and approved projects.

Amendment No. 24: Deletes “and" as pro-
posed by the Senate.

Amendment No. 25: Authorizes $4,500,000
for Federal office bullding substructure,
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Seattle, Washington, as proposed by the
Senate, and adds the word “and”.

Amendment No. 26: Deletes Senate pro-
posal to appropriate $1,100,000 for a United
States Tax Court Building (substructure).

Amendment No. 27: Appropriates $20,-
285,000 for sites and expenses for public
buildings projects as proposed by the House
instead of $21,074,000 as proposed by the
Senate.

Amendment No. 28: Appropriates £1,000,000
for expenses, United States Court facilities as
proposed by the Senate instead of $1,175,000
as proposed by the House.

Amendment No. 29: Appropriates $68,-
500,000 for operating expenses, Federal Sup-
ply Service Instead of $67,500,000 as pro-
posed by the House and $69,500,000 as pro-
posed by the Senate.

Amendment No. 30: Appropriates $350,000
for National Historical Publications Grants
as proposed by the House instead of $500,000
as proposed by the Senate.

Amendment No. 31: Deletes proposal of
the Senate to appropriate $100,000 for the
working capital fund.

Amendments Nos. 32 and 33: Strike out
language proposed by the House and insert
language proposed by the Senate relating
to approvals required for lease construction
projects, as proposed by the Senate.

Interstate Commerce Commission

Amendment No. 34: Appropriates $23,-
460,000 for salaries and expenses instead of
$23,400,000 as proposed by the House and
$23,630,000 as proposed by the Senate.

National Science Foundation

Amendments Nos. 36 and 86: Authorize
the purchase of two and operation and main-
tenance of three aircraft instead of the pur-
chase of three and operation and mainte-
nance of four aireraft as proposed by the
Senate.

Amendment No. 37: Appropriates $495,-
000,000 for salaries and expenses as proposed
by the House instead of $505,000,000 as pro-
posed by the Senate.

Securities and Exchange Commission

Amendment No. 38: Appropriates $17,-
350,000 as proposed by the House for salaries
and expenses instead of $17,445,000 as pro-
posed by the Senate.

Veterans' Administration

Amendment No. 89: Appropriates $13,-
975,000 for medical administration and mis-
cellaneous operating expenses instead of $13,-
650,000 as proposed by the House and $14,-
300,000 as proposed by the Senate.

Amendment No. 40: Appropriates $45,850,-
000 for medical and prosthetic research in-
stead of $45,260,000 as proposed by the House
and $46,458,000 as proposed by the Senate.

Amendments Nos. 41 and 42: Appropriate
852,600,000 for construction of hospital and
domiciliary facilities as proposed by the Sen-
ate instead of $52,000,000 as proposed by
the House; and delete the language proposed
by the Senate earmarking $600,000 for a spe-
cific project.

Amendment No. 43: Authorizes the Issue
of $850,000,000 of beneficial interests or par-
ticipations in loan assets as proposed by the
Senate instead of $300,000,000 as proposed
by the House.

Amendment No. 44: Appropriates $665,000
for payment of sales insufficlencies instead of
$333,882 as proposed by the House and $946,-
000 as proposed by the Senate.

Department of Defense
Civil Defense

Amendment No. 45: Appropriates $20,000,~
000 for research, shelter survey and mark-
ing as proposed by the House instead of $25,-
000,000 as proposed by the Senate.

Amendment No. 46: Deletes House lan-
guage relating to construction of fallout
shelters as proposed by the Senate.
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Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare
Emergency Health Activities

Amendment No. 47: Restores House lan-
guage and appropriates $9,000,000 to carry
out emergency health activities of the Public
Health Service and deletes Senate language
to appropriate $9,426,000 for emergency
health and welfare activities.

Department of Housing and Urban
Development

Amendment No. 48: Deletes proposal of the
Senate to appropriate $1,000,000 for Alaska
housing.

Amendment No. 40: Appropriates $30,000,-
000 for grants for neighborhood facilities in-
stead of $27,000,000 as proposed by the House
and $42,000,000 as proposed by the Senate.

Amendment No. 50: Appropriates $31,950,-
000 for salaries and expenses, Renewal and
Housing Assistance as proposed by the House
instead of 32,773,000 as proposed by the
Senate.

Amendment No. 51: Appropriates $25,000,-
000 for housing for the elderly or handicapped
fund instead of $20,000,000 as proposed by the
House and $40,000,000 as proposed by the
Benate.

Amendment No. 52: Appropriates $45,000,-
000 for urban planning grants instead of $40,-
000,000 as proposed by the House and #50,-
000,000 as proposed by the Senate.

Amendment No. 63: Appropriates $75,000,-
000 as proposed by the House for open space
land programs instead of $100,000,000 as pro-
posed by the Senate.

Amendments Nos. 54 and 55: Restore House
language limiting grants for open space land
programs to 60 percent of cost, and delete
Senate language excepting not to exceed
$1,000,000 from such limitation.

Amendment No. 56: Appropriates 6,100,000
for salaries and expenses, Metropolitan De-
velopment, as proposed by the House instead
of $6,250,000 as proposed by the Senate.

Amendment No. 57: Appropriates $175,000,-
000 for urban mass transportation grants as
proposed by the House instead of $205,000,000
as proposed by the Senate.

Amendments Nos. 58 and 59: Reported in
disagreement.

Amendment No. 60: Appropriates $2,200,000
for urban information and technical assist-
ance Instead of $2,000,000 as proposed by the
House and $3,000,000 as proposed by the
Senate.

Amendment No. 61: Appropriates $3,000,000
for community development training pro-
grams instead of $2,500,000 as proposed by the
House and $4,500,000 as proposed by the
Benate.

Amendment No. 62: Inserts language as
proposed by the Senate to appropriate $500,-
000 for fellowships for city planning and
urban studies.

Amendment No. 63: Appropriates $10,000,-
000 for urban research and technology instead
of $5,000,000 as proposed by the House and
$15,000,000 as proposed by the Senate.

Amendments Nos. 64 and 65: Appropriate
$1,860,000 as proposed by the House for
salaries and expenses, Demonstrations and
Intergovernmental Relations, instead of $2,-
200,000 as proposed by the SBenate, and trans-
fer $2,600,000 as proposed by the Senate in-
stead of $2,000,000 as proposed by the House.

Amendment No. 68: Restores language
proposed by the House and stricken by the
Senate pertalning to metropolitan expediters
and the administration or implementation of
section 204 of the Demonstration Cities and
Metropolitan Development Act of 1966,

Amendment No. 67: Reported in disagree-
ment.

Amendment No. 68: Appropriates $1,100,-
000 for adminlstrative expenses of the rent
supplement program instead of $1,000,000 as
proposed by the House and $1,150,000 as
proposed by the Senate.

Amendment No. 69: Appropriates $4,000,-
000 for general administration instead of
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$3,950,000 as proposed by the House and
$4,230,000 as proposed by the Senate.

Amendment No. 70: Appropriates $5,300,-
000 for regional management and services
as proposed by the House instead of $5,430,000
as proposed by the Senate.

Amendments Nos. T1 through 75: Provide
participation sales authorizations of not to
exceed $2,385,000,000 as proposed by the
Senate instead of $581,000,000 as proposed by
the House in not to exceed the following
principal amounts: $80,000,000 in the public
facility loan fund as proposed by the Senate
instead of $50,000,000 as proposed by the
House; $1,600,000,000 in the college
loan fund as proposed by the Senate instead
of $300,000,000. as proposed by the House;
$260,000,000 in FNMA special assistance func-
tions as proposed by the Senate; and $355,~
000,000 in FNMA management and liquida-
tion functions as proposed by the Senate in-
stead of $131,000,000 as proposed by the
House.

Amendment No. 76: Appropriates $23,000,-
000 for payment of participation sales insuf-
ficlencies as proposed by the House instead
of $42,115,000 as proposed by the Senate.

Amendment No. 77: Strikes out House
language relating to transfers to a working
capital fund as proposed by the Senate.

JoE L. EviNs,

Epwarp P. BoLAND,

GeoRrGE E. SHIPLEY,

RosERT N. Grarmo,

JoHEN O. MARSH, Jr.,

Davip PRYOR,

GEORGE MAHON,

CHARLES R. Jowas (except
amendments Nos. 43, 44,
and 71 through 76),

WriLLiam BE. MINSHALL (ex-
cept amendments Nos. 43,
44, and 71 through 76),

Louvis C. WymaN (except
amendments Nos. 43, 44,
and 71 through 76),

Burr L. TaLcorr
amendments Nos.
and 71 through 76),

Franx T. Bow. (except
amendments Nos. 43, 44,
and 71 through 76),

Managers on the Part of the House.

(except
43, 44,

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Tennessee is recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker,
I yield myself 10 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, we present this report on
the Independent Offices and Department
of Housing and Urban Development ap-
propriation bill for 1968. This is a good
bill, it is an important bill, and it has
been carefully considered in the House
and in the Senate. This bill contains
appropriations of $10,064,173,000. We
have made reductions that total more
than $756 million below the budget esti-
mates. This is a cut and reduction of
more than three-quarters of a billion
dollars. The conference bill is $450,-
357,000 below the amount approved in
the other body.

We have been able to prevail in con-
ference for almost a half billion dollars
in cuts. There were 77 items in disagree-
ment. We have reached agreement on all
except two programs—the model cities
and the rent supplement programs. I
hope we will adopt the conference report,
and then we can have separate votes on
these two programs which we are bring-
ing back to the House in disagreement.

The House conferees prevalled on
about 75 percent of the dollar amounts
of difference between the two bodies. We
believe we have done a good job, and we
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believe we are bringing a good conference
report back.

The Senate receded on $150,357,000 in
increases, and the House on only $51 mil-
lion. We hope the House will sustain
the conference report. That will give us
an opportunity to work out the two re-
maining amendments in disagreement.

Mr. Speaker, as I say, we have reached
settlements favorable for the House to
the extent of about 75 percent. If the
House sustains the position on the two
items on which we are in disagreement,
the favorable ratio for the House position
will be 90 percent. We believe this is a
gig'na.l victory on a major appropriation

ill. !

As I have indicated, there were 7
items of disagreement in conference.
The Senate receded on 25 items. The
House receded on only 17, and the Senate
agreed to reductions on 24 other items.
Thus the Senate either receded or agreed
to reductions on a total of 49 of the 77
items in conference. A

We feel, Mr. Speaker, that we won in
the conference in a very substantial way.

As Members will reeall, the House con-
sidered the model cities program on May
17th. The House approved the model
cities econcept at that time in a very mod-
est amount—$237,000,000.

The Senate bill provides $537,000,000
for model cities, including the full budg-
eted amount of $12,000,000 for planning
grants, $400,000,000 for model cities, and
it also includes $125,000,000 instead of
$250,000,000 as requested for urban re-
newal projects in model cities. The House
felt they could not use all the budget
estimate in the first year. -

Concerning the rent supplement ap-
propriation, which we will be discussing
later, the Committee on Appropriations
of the House originally recommended $10
million of the $40 million budgeted for
the program for 1968. Our subcommittee
recommended $10 million, and the full
committee approved the $10 million.
When the matter reached the floor, after
full debate, the House rejected the $10
million on a record vote by a margin of
61 votes.

The Senate has restored the full
amount of $40 milllon. They strongly
favor this program.

As I said earlier, I feel the rent supple-
ment approach is a better approach to
meeting the needs of the poor than pub-
lic housing. We have been in public hous-
ing for over 25 years. We are appropriat-
ing about $275 million a year for annual
contributions for public housing. The
rent supplement approach is a free en-
terprise approach.

We will discuss this matter further
when we consider the items in disagree-
ment later. There have been problems in
Detroit and New Haven, and many things
have happened in the summer since we
considered the bill in May of this year.

Private insurance companies, for ex-
ample, have recently promised to commit
$1 billion to help improve slum condi-
tions in the ghettos of this Nation. They
are counting on the Congress to make
some commitment too in this area. They
want us to show our good faith. America
is watching and waiting for action in this
area.
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I repeat: we recommended $10 million
in the subcommittee and the full commit-
tee, and the House did not approve it.
The Senate put in $40 million. We hope
something will be worked out soon to re-
solve this important issue.

But these are two items we hope to dis-
cuss after the conference report is
adopted. They are not before the House
in this conference report. We hope the
conference report will be adopted so that
we can get on with the business concern-
ing the other items in the bill.

Mr. Speaker, there are other items in
this important bill and we have made
substantial reductions all along the line.

Construction of public buildings is
$61.5 million below last year.

Airline subsidies have been cut and
reduced to $11 million below last year.
This reflects the healthy condition in the
airline industry and we are all pleased
that the airlines are making such good
Progress.

‘We have trimmed civil defense $15 mil-
lion below 1967.

There are many, many other cuts and
reductions in this bill.

I point out, Mr. Speaker, in all fairness
that there are four items in this bill
where we are recommending amounts
which reflect an increase over the
budget—only four. These are all items
we feel the House would want us to
approve, They are to be compensated for
many times over by the many reductions
which we have made. We have made a
reduction below the budget of over three-
quarters of a billion dollars in appropria-
tions.

We are recommending $25,000 for the
Commission on Political Activity of Gov-
ernment Personnel—the so-called Hatch
Act Commission, composed of our col-
leagues in the House and the Senate.
This will allow the Commission to com-
plete their study and report. This is the
final amount that will be provided.

We also approved $6 million as an ad-
ditional amount for public buildings
projects which have previously been
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funded and approved. Plans have been
drawn and sites have been acquired and
appropriations have previously been
made. The amount added is necessary in
order that bids on some of the projects
can be accepted. It is less costly, as the
GAO has pointed out, to build these
buildings than to lease the equivalent
space. If this is delayed longer, and labor
and building costs continue to go up,
this will increase the ultimate cost of
these necessary buildings—to construct
them now represents economy. This
work should go forward now.

A small increase is provided for the
Veterans’ Administration program and
$5 million is added for disaster relief. We
have had a serious disaster recently, a
hurricane in Texas, and there have been
other disasters at various places.

Mr. Speaker, in summary, we bring you
a conference report which I think is a
good one. The House position has been
sustained by more than 75 percent. Re-
ductions have been made amounting to
more than $450 million from the
amounts approved by the Senate. We
think this is a good report and we ask
that the conference report be adopted.

I know that my colleague, the gentle-
man from North Carolina, has his own
views on the participation sales program.
This is a budgetary and a Treasury mat-
ter. It relates to a matter of financing
which has been long recognized and
used. A majority of the conferees in the
House and the Senate favor these par-
ticipation sales. There are some Members
of the House who had reservations as to
the participation sales program. How-
ever, only two items are in disagree-
ment—the model cities and the rent sup-
plement programs.

We urge you to adopt the conference
report, and then we can discuss these
other matters.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. I yield to the
gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. It is always interesting to
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know how many times the Senate and the
House recede in a conference, but when
you get to the House floor and you find
that a conference report, as in this case,
is $51 million more than the House orig-
inally approved, and is some $400 million,
as I understand the figures—and correct
me if I am wrong—more than was ex-
pended for the same general purposes
last year, then you become convinced that
there is no economy in this bill and con-
ference report.

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. In response
to my distinguished friend, I would like
to suggest that the House passed a new
bill of rights for the Vietnam veterans.
When that bill was passed it created 4.5
million new veterans and added them to
the benefit rolls. A large portion of the
increases in the bill are for veterans bene-
fit programs—compensation and pen=-
sions, medical care, and readjustment
benefits. These are the result of legisla-
tion that the House has previously
passed. New legislation has been enacted
by the Congress in the last 2 years for
cities and localities. These are now re-
quiring appropriations which we are
funding only in necessary amounts. We
made reductions of over three-quarters
of a billion dollars in this bill.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield further?

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Yes. I yield
to my friend from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. It seems to me this is an
awfully good place to start to establish
priorities. The gentleman mentioned the
veterans. Why not slice the bill in other
places where there is less priority and
present a bill with some real respect for
economy ?

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. I thank my
friend. We have done just what he rec-
ommends.

Mr. Speaker, in extending my remarks
I include the following comparative
statement of the conference action on
the bill, reflecting the motions to the
House on the items reported in disagree-
ment:

9360)

Budget Cont i pared with—
Item Appropriations, estimates, 1968 House bill Senate bill Conference y
lgﬁ? 1 (as amended) action Budget House Senate
estimate allowance allowance
TITLE |
EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
National Aeronautics and Space Council
Salaries and expenses. ... _______...._.... $525, 000 §524, 000 $524, 000 $524, 000 S8R, 000 1 et Lt UL L A8 ) e LS5
Office of Emergency Planning
Salaries and expenses......... e 4,700, 000 4,780, 000 4,700, 000 4,740,000 4,700, 000 SR L e e —$40, 000
Salaries and expenses, telecommunications. ... 1, 600, 000 2,245, 000 1,945, 000 1,945, 000 1,945, 000 300,000 Tialnna i V0L U0 SH ESS
Civil. defense and defense mobilzation functions of
Foderal agencies. .. .ccocecmeeccncerpenans 4, 000, 000 1 (3, 688, 000) 3, 000, 000 3, 000, 000 3, 000, 000 S 000000, - o5y s cattyns | (et pt aasn b
Total, Office of Emergency Planning.......-. 10,300, 000 7,025, 000 9, 645, 000 9, 685, 000 9, 645, 000 2,620,000 = ool 0 ) —40, 000
Office of Science and Technology
Salaries and eXPENSES. .o ee e eaneaias 1,200, 000 1,837,000 1, 450, 000 1,650, 000 1, 550, 000 —287, 000 +$100, 000 —100, 000
Total, Executive Office of the President... _. 12, 025, 000 9, 386, 000 11, 619, 000 11, 859, 000 11,719, 000 2,333, 000 +-100, 000 —140, 000
President’s Commission on Postal Organization ;
Salaries and eXpensss. .....occeeeasioaiennanmaae  wmascameammsn 31,500,000 ... 0 ...l 1, 500, 000 1, 000, 000 —500, 000 1,000, 000 —500, 000

See footnotes at end of table,
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INDEPENDENT OFFICES AND HUD APPROPRIATION BILL, 1968 (H.R. 9960)—Continued
COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF CONFERENCE ACTION—Continued

Budget

Conference allowance compared with—

Item App! ns, estimates, 1968 House bill Senate bill Confi
y 1967 1 (as amended) action Budget House Senate
estimate allowance allowance
TITLE I—Continued
FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT
Disaster relief.......-...... $24,550,000  $15,000,000  $15, 000,000 000, 000 , 000, 000 000, 000 —35,
Alaska mortage indemnity grants......-.....- 2,600,000 ....... uou, ........ 5' ........ it s B 2 s ouo b
INDEPENDENT OFFICES
Civil Aeronautics Board
Salaries and BXPENSES. - - - oocoececioeooa 12, 200, 000 9, 066, 000 900, 000 9, 066, 000 000 —83, 000 , 000 —83,
Payments to ‘aﬁ:ﬂurrleu (liquidation of contract i " & 8,93, % S
F ] e S R B S R 63, 500, 000 54, 000, 000 52, 500, 000 52, 500, 000 52, 500, 000 -1, 500, 000 >
Total, Civil A utics Board = 75,700, 000 63, 066, 000 61, 400, 000 61, 566, 000 61, 483, 000 -1, 583, 000 +83, 000 —83, 000
Civil Service Commission
Salaries and expenses:
Appmpnatmn 2,900, 4 38, 033, 000 23, 000, 000 38, 033, 000 36, 000, 000 —2,033,000  -+13, 000,000 -—2,033, 000
By tramsfer_ ... oo (6,431,000)  (6,129,000)  (6,100,000)  (6,100,000) . (8, 100,000) (—29, 000)
lnvestlgalhn nf U.S. citizens for employment by
international organizations. ... .cocoeecaeeoeaaas 0,000 oo its. duary ST Ny, B et S e e
Annuities under special acts__.__ ST il 1,430, 000 1, 336, 000 1, 300, 000 1, 300, 000 1,300, 000 —36, 000
Government payment for annuitants, employees
health benefits..... . 36,644,000 .............. 40,748, 000 40, 748, 000 ALTAEOND. A0, A8 000, bl ity oo L Ll
Pa ment to civil service retirement and dlsablllty
........................................ 73,000,000 ... cnioaos 71, 000, 000 71,000, 000 71,000,000: .70 0000000 | ooronr sondihl ae s s il
Paymenls totrust funds_ - .. ..ol N e g T T S ¢ T T =111, ?48 000 s e e
Total, Civil Service Commission 151, 117, 000 136, 048, 000 151, 081, 000 149, 048, 000 —2, 069, 000 <13, 000, 000 —2,033, 000
Commission on the Political Activity of Govern-
ment Personnel
Salaries and eXpenses. ... oo oceocoeiasimmnaaa- iy L e R e 25,000 25,000 +25, 000 425000 .. .iiiii.iiia
Federal Communications Commission
Salaries and eXpenses. ... ....ceceaoccmeenecann 17, 852, 300 19,221, 000 19, 000, 000 18, 100, 000 19, 100, 000 —121, 000 +100,000 - ooenoeean
Federal Power Commission
Salaries and eXpeNSeS. . - oee-ceeccrcnnmancannn 14, 220, 000 ¥ 14, 830, 000 14, 220, 000 14, 445, 000 14, 220, 000 =610,000 oo ooeemoaias —225, 000
Federal Trade Commission
Salaries and expenses. - i 14, 378, 000 15, 225, 000 15, 000, 000 15, 150, 000 15, 150, 000 75, 000 SIR0000 it
General Services Administration
Operating expenses, Public Buildings Service. ...
Repair and improvement of public buildings.. .. ...
cﬁ%hmn public buildings y m_..’.". .......
Sites and upensas. hile buil ding: projects_ ...
Payments, 'jiu lic bulldings purchase contracts..
Ex S. court fac ities..

Additional court facilities
Operating expenses, Federal Sup
Salaries and expenses, automatic data processmxw-
T [T T e Rt e e e e SR
Automatic data processing fund. .. _._.._.._____.
Operating expenses, National Archives and Records

T e S e R S
Namnai historical publications grants___. 350, 350,
Operating lxoensas. Transportation and Commu-
T e LU W e 5, 900, 000 6, 000, 000 5, 880, 000 5, 880, 000 5, 880, 000 ~—120, 000 e
Operating  ex J) ment and
Gisposal smloe :'in efinite appmpr tion of re-
_______ e (27,440,000)  (27,300,000)  (27,300,000) (27,300, 000) (=140, 000 ectun e peunradbuss ot i
Opmu gxpenses, I.Ililkaﬁnn and nisposal Service
(lndeﬂnita app m&rialiun ............ Tk R R s AR U S Py A SR P e i S S e S e < w5
jc and ci | materials f indefinite appro-
ria NEOFTRCMLS). .. oo SOC e hirdm e L B S SR el S S SRR 0 R el S 2 2 oy
ries and expenses, Office of Administrator..._. | £ ?4? I]II 1,823, 000 1,747, 000 1,747, 000 1,747,000 —76, 000 =
Allowances and office facilities for former Presidents. 235, 35, 235, 235,
Administrative o ratlnns fund (limitation). . ... (16, 110%,000) , 699, X
Wo rkInF capital 100,
General supply lund 45, 000, 000
Total, G Services Ad SR 613, 740, 000 540, 539, 700 521,613, 900 541, 607, 900 532, 184, 9500 —8, 354, 800 10, 571, 000 -9, 423, 000
Interstate Commerce Commission
Salaries and expenses. 479,000 23,784,000 23, 400, 000 23,530, 000 23, 460, 000 —324,000 60, 000 =170, 000
Payment of Imgeg uarantees... % L e ey B e e o L d!: .............. ??:-..-
National Capital Housing Authority
Operation and maintenance of properties_..._._... 000 e S e L MRS il it e ey R e R O [ B Sl S el 1 s e et
National Science Foundation
Salaries and eXPeNSeS. - cceeoeoocccacmnnanennan 479,999, 000 526, 000, 000 495, 000, 000 505, 000, 000 495,000,000 —31,000,000 .. ____....... ~10, 000, 000
Renegotiaton Board
Salaries and eXpenses..... .-ca-ecesaamiesameena 2,537, 000 2,600, 000 2,600, 000 2,600, 000 p AR RS T e S S [T A
Securities and Exchange Commission
Salaries and eXPenseS. .o eeeccccenncaanenaaa 17, 550, 000 17, 445, 000 17, 350, 000 17, 445, 000 17,350, 000 =95000 .. ieeeeeeen.. —95, 000

See footnotes at end of table,
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INDEPENDENT OFFICES AND HUD APPROPRIATION BILL, 1968 (H.R. 9960)—Continued
COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF CONFERENCE ACTION—Continued

Budget Conf with—
Item npnrngsriaﬂons. sstlmsts%, 1968 House bill Senate bill Conference NSNS SR b
1967 1 (as amended) action Budget House Senate
estimate allowance allowance

TITLE |I—Continued
INDEPENDENT OFFICES—Continued

Select Commission on Western Hemisphere

Immigration
Salaries and exp b = S B 3800, 000 15 s e e §od S g s L S S
Selective Service System
Salaries and eXpenses. e moccaaceecesaaacannmnnn 58,840, 000 §$57, 455, 000 $57, 455, 000 $57,455, 000 e e e S ol LR L
Veterans' Administration
General operating expenses_..._....... 182, 437, 000 184, 342, 000 183, 221, 000 183, 221, 000
s samaenadarbams i 14,312,000 14,300,000 13,650,000 14,300,000
Medical and prosthetic research 44,258, 000 000 250, 000 46, 458, 000
l—— T B
mpensation and pensions__ .. .oeeeen y 5 ,
Readjustment benefits.. ... - 369, 400,000 i 200, 000 o 200,000 427,200,000
i and indemnities....... 3,500, 000 5, 150, 000 5,150, 000 5, 150, 000
Grants to the Republic of the Philippines. .. 1, 136, 000 1,325, 000 1,325, 000 1,325, 000
Construction of hospital and domiciliary faci 52,125, 000 52, 000, 000 52, 000, 000 52, 600, 000
Grants for construction of State nursing homes.. 4,000, 000 4, 000, 000 4, 000, 000 4, 000, 000
Participation sales authorization (260, 000, 000) (850., 000, 000) (300, 000, 000)  (B50, 000, 000)
Payment of sales insufficiencies_ .. ... -cceoocae coccccecaaaas 946, 000 333,882 948, 000
Loan guarantee revolving tund (limitation on obliga-
T sl e N (401,750,000) Language  (386,046,000)  (386,046,000) (386, 046,000) (--386,046,000)
Total, Veterans® Administration. .. ... 6,438,043,000 6,651,014,000 6,647,422,882 6,650,493,000 6,649,279, 000 -1, 735, 000 +1, 856,118 —1,214, 000
Total, Independent Offices......--nveeeee-- 7,914,424,300  8,082,296,700 8,010,509,782 8,059,497,900 8 036,354,900 —45,941,800  +-25,845,118  —23,143,000
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
Civil Defense
Operation and maint = 66, 100, 000 73, 100, 000 66, 100, 000 66, 100, 000
Research, shelter survey and marking............. 35, 000, 000 37, 900, 0600 20, 000, 000 25, 000, 000

Total, Civil Defense, Department of Defense. 101, 100, 000 111, 000, 000 86, 100, 000 91, 100, 000
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND
WELFARE

Public Health Service

Emergency health activities. ... -c-ccccaacannn 10, 000, 000 12, 500, 000 9, 000, 000 9, 426, 000 9, 000, 000 —3,500,000 ......oooee..o —426, 000
DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN
DEVELOPMENT

Renewal and Housing Assistance

Alaska BouSINg. .. - oo ro e i
Grants for neighborhood facilities
Salaries and expenses...........
Urban renewal programs:
Grants, fiscal year 1968.
Grants, fiscal year 1969
Administrative expense i
Rehabilitation loan fund............ ey e O
Low-rent public housing annual contributions_ ...
Administrative expenses, public housing programs .
Housing for the elderly or handicapped fund.....-.

Total, renewal and housing assistance. ... 1,137,741,000 1,195,773,000 1,103,950,000 1,140,773,000 1,111,950,000 —83,823,000 48,000,000 —28, 823,000
Metropolitan Development
Urban p:anning [ o7 1 T 33,000, 000 gg, %g' % 40, 000, 000 50, 000, 000 45, 000, 000
Metropolitan development incentive grants_______. ____.......... , 000, R SR S i T
Open space land programs. o 55, 000, 000 125, 000, 000 75, 000, 000 100, 000, 000 75, 000, 000
Grants for basic water and sewer facilities. 100, 000, 000 165, 000, 000 165, 000, 000 165, 000, 000 165, 000, D00
Salaries and GXDENIAS . .oneeecrecoonrmrimaanennns mbicaassosocos 6, 430, 000 6, 100, 000 6, 250, 000 8, 100, 000

Urban transportation activities:
Urban mass transportation grants, fiscal year

VBB oo - s dima sma g o e 125,000,000 .o.co..iiais
Urban mass transportation grants, fiscal year

i e ) TR L S AR RS T
Administrative ex urban transportation
activities...... T???s' .................... 735, 000

Total, metropolitan development___...... 313,735,000 606, 430,000

Dmn&%%‘?&s nndm:arns 2 Bkt 11, 000, 000
(1] To| e mescmsssmsmseem .. 0
gorhan iﬂi{.‘y n ‘r;and t??ln_'icfl assistance

mmunity development train grams
ﬁamﬂl ip for :H pphnplnl mggug:n studies_ ... L (% %}

research. .
Urban research and technology.......coceeccmcee  eccecaeos 2L
Low-income housing demonstration &mmms ...... 1,575, 000
Iiwslnfoand building codes, zoning, tax policies, and
development standards
Salaries and expenses:

ADDTODTIIION Lt o o nm Bt an e amm e | Ca e e S e
By bangier.. i e

Total, demonstrations and intergovernmental
relations. .o aoeeaaooaiC 14, 575, 000 699, 350, 000 250, 350, 000 564, 200, 000 256,550,000 —442, 80O, 000 46,200,000 —307, 650, 000

See footnotes at end of table,
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INDEPENDENT OFFICES AND HUD APPROPRIATION BILL, 1968 (H.R. 9960)—Continued
COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF CONFERENCE ACTION—Continued

Budget Conference allowance compared with—
Item Appmgsriatlons. estimates, 1968 House bill Senate bill Conf
19671 (as amended) action Budget House Senate
estimate allowance allowance
TITLE I—Continued
DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN
DEVELOPMENT—Continued
Mortgage Credit
R'MAW pplentt px;: afﬂt;lﬂ ti ($20, 000, 000)  ($40, 00O, 0OO ($40, 000, 000, # (—$40, 000, 00O, (0] § 0, 000, 000
nnual contract authorization__......__...... ,000,000) ... , —§40, —$40, 000,
Appropriation for payments. .. ... auo 000 5,000, DOEI) $5, 000, 000 5,000, 000) 35.(300,000 _( ............. 2 Ll SRRt .(_-.s.‘..........)
Administrative expenses. .. ...coccocceeeooo- 900, 000 1, 150, 000 1, 000, 000 1, 150, 000 1, 100, 000 —50, 000 -+$100, 000 ~50, 000
Total, mortgage credit. . .....oocoieeeeea-. 2,900, 000 6, 150, 000 6, 000, 000 6, 150, 000 6, 100, 000 ~50, 000 +-100, 000 —50, 000
Departmental Management
General administration 4,510, 000 3,950, 000 4,230,000 4,000, 000
5, 563, 000 5,300, 000 5, 430, 000 5,300, 000

oﬂ?wnll management and services,
ce huildingﬁaquipment and furnishings

Participation sales authorizations. .

8, 574,
S ¢ QZUNﬂmﬂ) @, 385000 UOU)

(581 000, 000) (2, 385, 000, D(ill) (2, 385, 000, 000)

Payment of participation sales insufficiencies. ... s 42, 115, 000 42,115, 23, IIIU 000 -I.ﬂ. 115, 000
Wotking eapitaldind, - e .Sm,ﬂﬂﬂ s (l 500, 000) (1, 500, 000) (1.500. 000) 500 000
Total, departmental management..._._..__. 17,349, 000 53, 688, 000 32,250, 000 51,775, 000 32,300,000  —21,388,000 +50,000  —19,475,000
Total, Department of Housing and Urban
Development. ... . oiiiiiiiieeiieiees 1,486,300,000 2,561,391,000 1,853,650,000 2,289,148,000 1,873,000,000 688,391,000 19,350,000 = —416,148, 000
Total appropriations. .o ... ..o-.o_.il. 9,550,999,300 10,793,073,700 9,985, 878,782 10, 487,530,900 10,037,173,900 —755,899,800 451,295,118 —450,357,000
Indefinite appropriation of receipts (proceeds of
L e e S e e AR e e 29, 091, 000 27,440, 000 27,300, 000 27, 300, 000 27, 300, 000 g U0 e T I PR g g i s S i
Grana Toblz L. ol L 9,580, 090,300 10, 820,513,700 10,013,178,782 10,514, 830,900 10,064,473,900 —756,039, 800 451,295,118  —450, 357, 000

! Includes amounts contained in the 2d supplemental appropriation bill, 1967.

* Included in budﬁats of individual departments and agencies.

% Contained in S.

1 Budget d In S Doc. 36§
by $664,000 for investigations.

& Includes budget amendment in H. Doc. 114,

by $14,614,000 for interagency boards, and d 8Byt

@ Estimated amount of indefinite appropriation.
7 Additional contract authority, heglnﬂ?lg July 1, 1967, on urban renewal projects within compre-

city prog

# Reported in disagreement. Figures reflect recommendations of House conferees.

ADMINISTRATIVE AND NONADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES
[Limitation on amounts of corporate funds to be expended)

Budget Conference allowance compared with—
Corporation or agency nppms;g‘}atinns. eslimates, 1968 House bill Senate bill Conference
1967 1 (as amended) action Budget House Senate
mate allowance allowance
TITLE Il
CORPORATIONS
Federal Home Loan Bank Board:
Administrative expenses. . .. ...ooceomeeanan Eﬂ, 410, 000 .
Nonadministrative expenses. _...... 13, 465, 000 " B
Federal Savings and Loan Insurance Corporation. .. (285, 000 ( 98 (
mp.:m:m goimgs'?‘ PRI Demmeen 2 000) 2,270, 000 2,200, 000 2,200, 000 2,200, 000 (—$70, 000
minaoeen o GEG (e8 (oe o8 {8 °°°§ s
Pul aciity 10ans. . ... ’ 4 A8/, o 187, i o 107, - S
Fodao luffd(llqu;fat;n] programs) (110, 000 (100, 000 (100, 000 (100, 000 (100,
ministratio
Aialetrative @Xponmos o= cl/1L s Ll e mn (11800 (LONKD  (LONKN (LXK 128000 . o
Nonadministrative expenses. - .....-cccecauen 585, 000, oooi EBI. 500, oooi 58?. 000, 000; fs? EB? DOEI o RO T
Federal National Mortgage Association. ........... (9,931, 000 (9, 600, 000 (9, 600, 00O (9.600 000 {9, 6007000y _ Zinds S NG IR e A I A
Total, administrative expenses......-....-- (128,377,000)  (132,512,000) (130,807,000) (130,807,000) (130,807,000) (=1,705,000) -uveeeeromcan mcona-

i Includes amounts contained in the 2d supplemental appropriation bill, 1967.

Mr. Speaker, I now yield 10 minutes to
the gentleman from North Carolina [Mr.
Jownasl.

Mr. JONAS. Mr. Speaker, the distin-
guished chairman of the subcommittee,
the chairman of the managers on the
part of the House on this bill, the gen-
tleman from Tennessee [Mr. Evins], has
made a thorough and clear explanation
of the contents of this conference re-
port.

I am in general agreement with the
gentleman. However, there will be a mo-
tion to recommit the conference report,
with instructions to the managers on the
part of the House, to insist upon the dis-
agreement of the House to the Senate

amendments numbered 43, 44, 71, 72, 73,
74, and 75.

Mr. Speaker, all of these amendments
deal with the sale of participating certif-
icates and the subsidies or insufficiencies
that are required to make these partic-
ipations salable.

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. JONAS. I shall be glad to yield to
the distinguished gentleman from Ten-
nessee

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. I endeavored
to make clear the fact in my opening
statement on the conference report that
the rent supplement question as well as
the model cities question are not con-

tained in the conference report. These
items are outside of the conference re-
port and will come up after the confer-
ence report is adopted.

The gentleman from North Carolina is
addressing himself to the participation
sales, which sales have been approved
by a majority of the conferees.

As I understand the gentleman’s po-
sition, he favored participation sales, up
to a specific amount, but the gentleman
objected to fthose sales going to the
budget level; is that correct?

Mr. JONAS, That is correct.

And, Mr, Speaker, I am taking this
time to give a little background infor-
mation on the subject. We should all un-
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derstand that what is involved here is the
difference between the House-approved
figures of $581 million and the figures
approved by the other body, $3,235 mil-
lion; that is, for the sale of participation
certificates.

The total sales authorization—and all
of us understand the fact that the law
requires Congress through its Commit-
tee on Appropriations to authorize the
sale of these participating certificates
and to fix the level of sales and to pro-
vide for the payment of insufficiencies—
in the bill that passed here authorized
sales of $881 million in participating cer-
tificates in a pool of mortgages that are
taken from various programs such as
College Housing, Housing for the El-
derly, FNMA, and programs operated
by the Veterans’ Administration.

However, the other body restored the
full budget request and granted author-
ity to sell participation up to the sum
of $3,235 million.

So, that is the issue pending before us
today and that will be the issue involved
in the motion to recommit—shall the
House of Representatives sustain its
originally taken position?

Mr. Speaker, the reason I think the
position of the House should be sus-
tained is simple. It is that the sum of $881
million is all that is required to finance
these ongoing programs during fisecal
year 1968. The record is abundantly
clear that the administration intends to
use the sales or excess proceeds from
the sale of these certificates to pay gen-
eral operating expenses of the Govern-
ment.

I do not believe that is a sound way
to handle the sale of capital assets if,
indeed, this is a sale, which it is not.
Actually, what it is is a device to borrow
money, but it is the most expensive way
the Government has of borrowing money
today. The extra cost of interest alone
will be at least one-half of 1 percent.
The total cost of the interest subsidy in
1968, if these authorizations are ap-
proved, will amount to $71 million for
the sales that have been made in 1967
and 1968, ;

Now, this is a recurring and continu-
ing subsidy and the length it continues
depends upon the maturity of the sales
agreements. They are selling participa-
tion certificates now in a range of from
2 years to 20 years and, assuming that
10 years is the average, you can see by
multiplying $71 million by 10 that we
will pay out $710,000,000 in subsidies for
the privilege of borrowing money this
way. And this is the most expensive way
of borrowing money.

Now, if we were selling these mort-
gages it would be a different thing. If we
were doing like they did in the Eisen-
hower administration, exchanging these
mortgages for Government bonds and
then canceling the bonds, that would be
a different thing. I could support that
kind of a deal. Because by doing it that
way you would be reducing the national
debt, and that is exactly what they did
under the Eisenhower administration.
What was done then was to exchange
mortgages for outstanding bonds that
were part of the national debt. They got
those bonds in and canceled them. And
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this amounted in effect to a reduction in
the national debt.

Not only is this the most expensive way
of borrowing money, but it is a misuse of
capital assets of the United States.

I do not believe we ought to dispose
of any interest in capital assets, particu-
larly after having paid such a heavy
subsidy in order to get people to buy
them, without applying the proceeds on
the debt which was partially created by
the funds that we used to acquire the
mortgages. It is like canceling out your
savings and loan account in order to pay
your grocery bills. It is like selling a
share of stock in order to pay the house
rent. You just do not do those things.
It is not prudent.

If we were actually going to dispose of
our capital assets, and I am in favor of
disposing of as many of these mortgages
as possible; if we are going to dispose
of them, in my judgment, we should not
use the proceeds to pay current operat-
ing expenses. We ought to use that
part of the proceeds that is necessary to
finance on-going programs during the
year, and the balance ought to be applied
as to reduction on the national debt, be-
cause otherwise we are disposing of and
wasting capital assets and consuming
those capital assets in day-to-day living
expenses of the Federal Government.

That in brief is my objection to the
participation certificates program. That
is why—and I point out again that the
bill that passed the House in my judg-
ment contains all of the authorizations
required to finance on-going programs
that these mortgages are applicable to.
The balance of about $2.5 billion of ex-
cess money will then go into the Treas-
ury, and will be consumed in day-to-day
operations of the Federal Government. I
just do not believe that is a sound way to
run the Government. That is the reason
why I believe the bill ought to be
recommitted.

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr, Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. JONAS. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. The gentle-
man has a position on this matter—he is
orposed to the sale of participation cer-
tificates which many of us favor to pro-
vide finanecing for a number of important
programs.

In view of the budgetary situation, and
to obviate the necessity for increased ap-
propriations, it would seem to me that
the gentleman would favor selling cer-
tain assets of our Government at this
time. We should move some of these
frozen assets.

I would say that the gentleman has
won two of his points related to the sale
of these participation certificates. The
law provides that the Congress shall set
the limit of participation sales that may
be sold through the appropriation proc-
ess. In conference we have agreed to
set the limit on sales at the budget level
for 1968. The gentleman wants to go be-
low the budget level on this.

The budget had proposed an indefinite
appropriation for insufficiencies. But

both the House and Senate bills do not
have an indefinite appropriation—there
is a definite appropriation.

The gentleman has insisted on having a
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line item in the bill for the specific
amount of the interest cost. We now have
that in the bill and he has won his point
with regard to having the interest cost
carried in the bill. So we know what the
maximum cost will be.

In view of the budgetary situation and
the obvious need to move some of these
frozen assets and avoid the need to ap-
propriate more funds. I would hope that
the gentleman would withdraw his
motion to recommit.

Mr. JONAS. I cannot do that but I will
say to the gentleman from Tennessee,
that I am glad to hear him endorse the
line for insufficiencies. If he will think
this thing through, I believe he will agree
with me that my position with respect to
the sales is sound also.

I am in favor of selling what they need
to use for these ongoing programs. But I
am not in favor of selling additional
capital assets and using the money up
for their day-to-day operations and
expenses.

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. The gentle-
man knows that the President in his
budget recommended the sale of $5 bil-
lion worth of participation certificates in
1968. What we are considering in this bill
today relates only to sale of participa-
tions in assets held by two agencies—the
Veterans’ Administration and the De-
partment of Housing and Urban Devel-
opment.

If the gentleman wants to vote against
programs for the cities and for the vet-
erans, then he should vote for the motion
to recommit.

Mr. JONAS. I might say in answer to
my friend that that is not at issue at all.
The motion to recommit would not re-
strict or curtail the activity of a single
one of those agencies. It contemplates
the sale of all of the participation cer-
tificates expected to be used in 1968.

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. JONAS. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. MICHEL. The gentleman from
North Carolina knows that in the com-
mittee and on the floor of this House
that I supported his position in this re-
gard and I still do. I think everything
he says is perfectly sound. I would also
join him in his last observation that cer-
tainly our action here will not in any
way curtail the activities of the Veter-
ans' Administration. I think that is a
completely erroneous idea.

Furthermore, if the gentleman from
North Carolina, as a signer of the con-
ference report, is technically foreclosed
from offering the motion to recommit,
the gentleman from Illinois, being op-
posed and not being a signer of the con-
ference report, is prepared to offer the
motion to recommit.

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield to the distinguished majority
leader, the gentleman from Oklahoma
[Mr. ALBERT].

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I take this
time to ask the distinguished manager
of the bill a question as to what the able
gentleman from North Carolina just
said. The Treasury, over and above the
on-going programs, needs this money
more than they need the securities which
the Government now holds as the basis
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for these participation certificates; is
that not true?

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. The gentle-
man is correct. This is a recognized fi-
nancing method. This is a sound con-
cept—the substitution of private credit
for public credit. The Treasury Depart-
ment recommended this, the Bureau of
the Budget recommended it and the
President has recommended it. The Com-
mittee on Appropriations has approved
it and the conference committee has ap-
proved it.

Mr. ALBERT. Is there not a precedent
for this, going back to the Eisenhower
administration?

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Oh, yes, there
is ample precedent—this principle is long
established—and it is true that this prac-
tice was initiated during a previous ad-
ministration. It has worked well and this
is an extension of the same program.
This is a recognized, efficient method of
finanecing.

This program has worked well over the
years.

It is a sound concept—based on sound
principles of financing.

There is nothing new or novel about
this program or this concept.

This type of financing is well accepted
in financial circles and by financial
institutions.

The participation certificates sales
program of the Federal National Mort-
gage Association has been recommended
by the President in his budget, by the
Treasury Department and by the Com-
mittee on Appropriations.

The Participation Sales Act of 1966
provides a method of utilizing frozen
assets which have now accumulated and
grown to a total of $33 billion.

In fiscal 1967 FNMA—as trustee—was
able to sell in the private market some
$2.9 billion of participation certificates
in loans and mortgages.

These loans and mortgages are owned
by the Department of Housing and Ur-
ban Development—the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare—the
Department of Agriculture—the Small
Business Administration—and the Vet-
erans’ Administration, among others.

The Participation Sales Act was de-
signed to substitute private credit for
public credit—and this it has done.

The Participation Sales Act was de-
signed to establish a more efficient and
orderly method of selling financial as-
sets owned by Federal agencies—and this
it has done.

The Participation Sales Act was de-
signed to put the Government’s frozen
assets to work in the public interest—
and this it has done.

And—I must add—this can be done
to a greater extent, thereby obviating
the necessity for increased appropria-
tions.

This is what is proposed in our report
this afternoon.

There have been four major advan-
tages to the use of participation sales.

These are:

First. Cost of the sales—to the Federal
Government and to the customer—has
been reduced.

Second. The range of the market has
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broadened—because participation sales
have been more readily accepted.

Third. The impact of the sales has
been spread over a broad range in the
capital market rather than concentrated
in one specialized area—housing mort-
gage.

Fourth. The net returns have been
much greater than could have been
achieved through a comparable volume
of sales of individual loans.

The alternative to approval of this
sound and accepted method of financing
is sharp curtailment in needed and nec-
essary loan programs of the Department
of Housing and Urban Development, the
Federal Housing Administration, the
Small Business Administration, and the
Veterans’ Administration, among others.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I appreci-
ate the answer of the gentleman from
Tennessee to my question of a moment
ago.

The Republicans suggest that there is
something novel, something bad about
participation certificates. They seem to
forget that the Eisenhower administra-
tion commenced sales of these types of
assets in the 1950’s and that the Repub-
licans were the innovators whose inno-
vations have been tested by time and
accepted. Now they wish to repudiate
this procedure for an overtly partisan
reason. Between 1954 and 1960 there were
$3.2 billion worth of sales of assets sold
to private investors. They were then
called certificates of interest but the prin-
ciple is the same as participation cer-
tificates. These certificates represented
interests in the pooled loans of the Com-
modity Credit Corporation and the Re-
construction Finance Corporation. The
participation certificates of 1967 are be-
ing treated under the same accounting
procedure that was adopted 12 years ago
for certificates of interest.

The sale of these kinds of assets have
been publicly supported by Republicans.
In 1960, in response to a question con-
cerning sales of assets at a press confer-
ence, the then Budget Director Stans
said:

I think it is proper business judgment in
the Federal Government as In any other
enterprise, when you are in that kind of
position to look to assets you can ligquidate
in order to pay your bills. . . . It is like an
individual selling off 100 shares of stock in
some year in which he has to pay for some
operation for his wife.

To the question:

Would you deseribe it as a bookkeeping
device simply to balance the budget?

Mr. Stans replied:

No, sir, I would not. This is a financing
means that {8 employed in this budget.

Mr., ADAMS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. I yield to
the gentleman.

Mr. ADAMS. In light of the remarks
made by the gentleman with reference to
the motion to recommit it, a number of
us voted against the sale of these partici-
pation certificates before, But is it not
the case now that with the possibility
of a $29 billion deficit that if we do not
sell some of these assets, the Government
will have no choice and to the degree that
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we do not sell these certificates, it will
mean the Government will have to bor-
row which will result in an increase in
the deficit which will probably place
pressure on the money market?

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. The gentle-
man is exactly correct.

If we want to improve the budgetary
situation, we will vote down the motion to
recommit. If we wish to obviate the ne-
cessity of increasing appropriations, we
will vote down the motion to recommit.
Those who are for fiscal responsibility
will vote for these participation sales.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. I yield to the
distinguished chairman of the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, it occurs to
me that this matter has been placed in a
somewhat different position than when it
was initially on the floor of the House. It
will be recalled, and I am sure my friend
from Tennessee remembers, that in con-
sideration of the last debt ceiling, the
PC’s were placed under that debt ceil-
ing, so that it is no longer a means of
financing obligations outside of the debt.
That objection has been eliminated.

It is my understanding—and if I am
incorrect, correct me—that the confer-
ence report comes back to us today with
a separate line item for the amount of
interest which is involved in the PC
sales. Is that correct?

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. The gentle-
man is correct.

Mr. MILLS. It seems to me, then_that
another argument has been eliminated.
The question now is being advanced that
maybe this is a more expensive way to
finance borrowing. That may or may not
be true. It seems to me that we are fac-
ing a situation as we go through the next
several months of great uncertainty
about what the Government itself will
have to pay on its regular Government
obligations, We do not know what the
price of interest will be as we go down
through these next few months.

It may be that through the use of
this device, to the extent that we can
use it, we can on some occasion, perhaps
on all occasions, tend to reduce the ef-
fect of what may happen in the money
markets as a result of the great rollover
that the Treasury has to go through each
year on the debt created in prior years.
All of us know that there is about $175
to $177 billion of the total debt that rolls
over every year, and as it has rolled
over in the last few years it has become
shorter in duration.

We have a limit, as you know, on the
interest that can be paid on long-term
obligations. In connection with the last
debt ceiling bill we also made an excep-
tion to that, allowing the Treasury to
float bonds without regard to the in-
terest rate for a T-year period. We are
disturbed about the effect of Govern-
ment borrowing on the money markets,
and it is that impact of the Government
on the money markets that seems to be
causing a lot of people trouble when they
go to the money markets. Higher rates
are the end result.

I would think that we have answered
enough of the arguments about the PC’s
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to at least allow the executive depart-
ments this additional method of coping
with the problems that they meet con-
stantly in the money market under these
kinds of conditions.

Maybe it would be well for us to figure
out some other ways for them to go to
the market. But even if this may, as my
good friend from North Carolina points
out, cost a little more in the long run,
the total effect upon the economy may
be far less through the use of this than
the effect would be without it. I would
hope that we could avoid sending this
back to conference on this point.

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Does the
gentleman agree that the motion to re-
commit as to this item should be de-
feated?

Mr. MILLS. Oh, yes. I had hoped my
friends would not even offer it.

We are playing with a pretty serious
thing, as I see it. Most of the Members
know my own views about it, but I am
concerned, I must say, with the future
problems we are going to have in this
country in the money markets.

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker,
I admire the tenacity and determination
of my esteemed colleague and friend,
Congressman Jonas from North Caro-
lina. However, in view of the budget sit-
uation and the budget proposal, in view
of the Secretary of the Treasury’s rec-
ommendation and the conferees’ approv-
ing it, and in view of the fact that it
involves only two items for the Veterans’
Administration and the Department of
Housing and Urban Development, I won-
der if the gentleman would withdraw his
motion to recommit the conference
report on this point.

Mr. JONAS. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. I yield to the
gentleman from North Carolina.

Mr. JONAS, Mr. Speaker, I asked the
gentleman to yield, because I have the
greatest respect for my good friend, the
gentleman from Arkansas, but we cannot
just go out and pick up the money on the
street. We have to go to the money mar-
kets for the sale of the PC’s just the same
as we go to the money market for the
sale of bonds. I would point out $1,600,-
000,000, of the PC’s involved in this are
3-percent notes. The gentleman himself
knows we are not going to be able to sell
a 3-percent note at anything like par.

Mr. MILLS. This is the reason for the
device.

Mr. JONAS. And we are going to have
to pay a substantial subsidy for anybody
to buy these loans bearing 3 percent in-
terest. I think the Recorp is abundantly
clear on the basis of what has transpired
so far, that we can count on having to
pay at least one-half of 1 percent more
for this sort of borrowing than for reg-
ular Treasury borrowing.

Mr., MILLS. Mr. Speaker,
gentleman yield?

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. I yield to the
gentleman from Arkansas.

Mr. MILLS. Mr, Speaker, I am not dis-
agreeing with my friends about the fact
that it is borrowing. I thought I made it
plain I am not disagreeing with my friend
from North Carolina that it may cost a
few points more to go this way than the

will the
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other regular way of borrowing. What I
am thinking about is whether we know
that there is less overall effect with or
without this device. That is all I am
saying. I think it is worth slightly more
in the way of interest cost to have it and
to use it if the result of using this vehicle
is less depressive and creates less havoc in
the marketplaces.

I do not think anybody can say it will
or it will not, but I believe as we go for-
ward in this circumstance we need to
have this additional vehicle. If this ve-
hicle is useful, if it could avoid some of
the problems that regular conventional
borrowing would involve and entail, it
would be better to go this way.

Mr. JONAS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield to permit me to make a
comment?

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee, I yield 1 addi-
tional minute to my good friend from
North Carolina.

Mr. JONAS. The gentleman from
Arkansas, I am sure, understands I am
not trying to eliminate the sale of all
PC’s. It is just a question of whether we
are going to sell the amount of PC’s re-
quired for the ongoing programs or
whether we are going to use this device
as a method for borrowing money for
ordinary operating expenses of the Gov-
ernment. I just do not happen to believe
this is a good way to run the Govern-
ment.

Mr. MILLS. If the gentleman will
yvield, I do not disagree with my good
friend about the concern he has about
what we should do in normal times. The
only thing I am trying to impress upon
my friend is that, so far as I can see
ahead in the next several months, when
it comes to the money markets we are
not going to be going through normal
times. It seems to me we have what
everybody has described as a real crunch
coming up in the money markets.
Whether PC sales will help I do not
know, but I do not think anybody can
say this would not help. So what is the
harm in having it if it could possibly
help the situation?

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Mississippi [Mr., WHITTEN].

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, I think
we should support the position of the
committee in the sale of the participa-
tion certificates. From listening to the
discussion, I do not know that any time
has been given to just what is involved
here. I opposed initiation of this pro-
gram, because what this is, in a nutshell,
is the Government selling or committing
its assets, notes owed to the Government,
as security for the participation certifi-
cates. It amounts to mortgaging particu-
lar assets instead of borrowing money
directly.

The PC'’s are nothing except I O U's
backed up by notes which the Federal
Government already owns.

I thought it unsound at the outset for
our Government to start selling or com-
mitting its assets, which were not in-
cluded in the determination of the
amount of the public debt. As the gentle-
man from Arkansas [Mr, MmLs] sald,
we are now Including such participation
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certificates as a debt within the meaning
of the public debt.

The House took action the other day,
approving a motion or amendment I of-
fered to hold all Government spending
from appropriated funds back to 1967
spending, agency by agency and depart-
ment by department. Exceptions were
made as to trust funds, the Vietnam war,
social security, veterans, medicare and
other retirement and relief programs. Of
course the REA, the CCC, TVA and a
number of other organizations do not
come within the term “appropriated
funds.” I appreciated the overwhelming
support of the Members of the House. My
amendment is estimated to cut the
budget increases back by $6 to $8 billion—
unfortunately in 2 days hearings in the
Senate, the Director of Bureau of the
Budget opposes our action, apparently
so the executive department can decide
what to hold back—and some of our col-
leagues on the other side seem to want
the right to add items. As I told you then,
we will be fortunate to continue to carry
on as we did in 1967 for we have a war
with wartime costs. Now as to the imme-
diate issue. If we prohibit this sale of
Government debentures for which our
assets are collateral, whatever the tech-
nical facts may be, the public will take
it that the deficiency between income and
expenditures will be that much greater.

Believing it unwise at the outset to
sell or commit our assets to pay operat-
ing costs, on a basis that would not list
them as a part of the debt, I believe that
we have gotten ourselves into a position
now though we do count such certifi-
cates as a part of the debt, if we cut
them out, because of public reaction we
will increase the dangers of further infla-
tionary pressures.

I hope that the other body—though I
have my doubts—will go along with the
action of this body in holding spending
to the 1967 level, save the $6 to $8 billion
in increases provided in the 1968 budget.
If the Senate will only agree it will help
much. However, if we strike out this item,
we will have to borrow that much more
money through regular channels, and in
the public mind it will increase the spread
between income and outgo, and further
inerease inflationary pressures, and de-
mands for a tax increase.

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
New Hampshire, a member of the com-
mittee [Mr, Wyman].

Mr., WYMAN. Mr. Speaker, I am con-
fused concerning what the gentleman
from Mississippi [Mr, WHITTEN] said
about it being inflationary not to do what
is proposed at the present time with this
costly participation certificate sales. It
was my understanding this is just con-
trary to the facts of the situation.

The gentleman from North Carolina
[Mr. Jonas] said that if these additional
participation certificates are issued it is
going to cost approximately an addi-
tional unnecessary $71 million. We know
the period of maturity for these PC's will
range from 2 to 20 years. Even if we strike
a median on that, it appears that an
additional financing charge of between
$700 and $800 million will be added to
the burdens of the Government of the
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United States if this method of financing
is adopted.

It seems to me that this would be
demonstrably inflationary as well as
wasteful, if the money can be procured
in another and less expensive fashion—
as it can by direct borrowing.

I believe it is our obligation here, rep-
resenting the taxpayers, to insist that the
Government not throw in its last chips
as security for PC's, leaving little or
nothing else to borrow on. We ought not
to sanction this added waste. The motion
to recommit should be supported.

I cannot agree with the statement of
the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. Ev-
ms] that a vote to limit the sale of par-
ticipation certificates to the needs of the
agency whose assets are being sold is a
vote against funding for veterans and
cities. This is not the case.

On the contrary, it is a vote to con-
serve those assets for the possible con-
tinued funding of the needs of veterans
and cities for years to come. Those who
urge the sale of these assets and use of
the proceeds to finance the general op-
erating costs of Government are in truth
and reality the ones who are voting
against veterans and cities.

Likewise, with all due respect to the
distinguished chairman of our commit-
tee, the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
ManoN], to suggest that in the long run
the sale of these PC’s has the prospect of
stabilizing the money market is equally
erroneous. There is no surer way to de-
moralize the money market in the long
run than to permit Government refi-
nancing at a subsidy level that is out-
right wasteful.

All are agreed that it costs more to
issue PC’s than to have Treasury bor-
rowing. With long maturities and high
interest payments there is nearly a bil-
lion dollars of unnecessary added cost to
the American taxpayers in the present
proposal which is supported by the ad-
ministration in this body to make the
present debt seem to be a little less than
it actually is.

This is deception. It is fiscally irre-
sponsible, In the long run it will cost
every man, woman, and child in this
country added taxes for playing politics
with the Treasury.

I refuse to be a party to this and I hope
other Members on the other side of the
aisle will do the same. I could not sup-
port this practice were a Republican ad-
ministration in office. We should not be
paying such a premium for this type of
financing. Hundreds of millions of
wasted dollars are involved and the peo-
ple should know this. Why take the most
expensive way when we do not have to?
We face a fiscal crisis.

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Louisiana [Mr. WAGGONNER].

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Speaker, I
supported the Sales Participation Act
when it was before this House some time
ago, and I support the effort here today,
in this conference report, to authorize
the marketing of sales participation cer-
tificates to the extent of $3,235,000,000
for two agencies, the Veterans’ Admin-
istration and HUD.

At the time we considered ini*ially the
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sales participation legislation argument
was made that it would be all right to
dispose of these capital assets under cer-
tain curcumstances. It was said it would
be all right if we included whatever as-
sets we did dispose of by borrowing or
by sales under the limitations of the
national debt. This we have since that
time done.

The argument seems to be foday, to
me, that no one is arguing we should
not dispose of at least some of these
capital assets. The argument simply
seems to be how many of these assets
are we going to authorize the disposal of?
The budget recommended up to $5 bil-
lion.

So the question to me, quite simply, is
one of how much since we all agree that
we should utilize this method under
these conditions of tight money, where
inflation is running rampant, to help
finance the Federal Government. The
money market is in real trouble. Chaos
and uncertainty prevail.

If we are all agreed that some cer-
tificates should be marketed, it should
not be too difficult, it seems to me, to
agree to go ahead and authorize sales
well under the budget request of $5 bil-
lion, to the extent of $3,235 million. Some
say that this is a bookkeeping gimmick
to make the deficit appear less. I do not
know whether it is a gimmick or not, but
if it is, it still seems to me the most
simple way under existing circumstances
of lessening the impact of inflation by
making more money available to the
Federal Government to help finance
what is already a too large deficit and
has been for too long. The impact of ad-
ditional direct Treasury borrowing upon
the already short supply of money simply
seems to me to dictate that we should go
ahead and utilize these capital assets
to lessen the impact of inflation on the
economy. In fact we have no choice,
grasping straws as we are to avert eco-
nomic disaster. It might well be the most
economical way.

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee, Mr. Speaker,
I yield 1 minute to the distinguished mi-
nority member of the Committee on
Ways and Means, the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. BYRNES].

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr.
Speaker, let us get one thing clear. The
actual deficit is not going to be changed
one penny by whether we authorize par-
ticipation certificate sales or not. It may
change the bookkeeping, but it will not
change the deficit picture one iota. The
President’s Commission on the Budget
concept recently came out and said that
it should not be used as a device to make
expenditures look different than they
otherwise are. What will you be doing
if you adopt this conference report? You
will be authorizing the Government to
go out into the money market, in a tight
market, with the most expensive type of
borrowing participation certificates com-
mand the highest interest rate of any
kind of Government borrowing. How
silly can we be? We are worried about
high interest. The way to prevent it is
to borrow at the cheapest rate of in-
terest possible—not at the highest rate
possible. We are worried about the cost
of carrying the national debt. Author-
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izing the sale of participation certificates
gnly increases that cost. That is the issue
ere.

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr, Speak-
er, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Surely I
yield. The gentleman yielded me my
time.

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. The gentle-
man made a good argument for the par-
ticipation certificate sales during the
previous administration. I commend him
for his position then.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. No, I did
not, because in fact we had no legisla-
tion on it in those days. It was done in a
limited area and a small amount.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
Price of Illinois). The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

Mr, EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker,
I yield the gentleman 1 additional min-
ute.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. I thank
the gentleman for yielding the time.

In fact, if you want to look at the
facts, we had sales of about $1 billion
over a period of some 10 years prior to
1965, And now $11 billion of these par-
ticipation certificates have either been
sold or are contemplated to be sold in the
next year. The point I want to make is
that the Secretary of the Treasury in
appearances before the Committee on
Ways and Means a couple of months ago
admitted that the sale of participation
certificates as a means of financing the
deficit would not have any effect as far
as lessening the pressures of inflation are
concerned and would not have any effect
on lessening the credit crunch.

The real issue before us is whether we
are going to authorize the Secretary of
the Treasury to borrow $2 billion in the
most expensive way possible. There is no
question that it will cost us more to bor-
row through participation certificates
than would be the case if we borrowed in
the usual manner.

The motion to recommit should be sup-
ported. The authority to borrow $2 billion
by the sale of participation certificates
should be eliminated.

Mr, EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker,
I yield myself 1 minute.

Mr. Speaker, as we all know, there are
at least three ways to improve the budget
situation—and everybody, of course,
wants to improve our budget situa-
tion. One way is to cut appropria-
tions. We have done that in this bill
to the tune of more than three
quarters of a billion dollars. Second, we
can authorize the sale of participa-
tion certificates. Third, we can have
a tax adjustment and plug the tax loop-
holes. The Committee on Ways and
Means has not acted in the latter area.
At the present time we are considering
the matter of participation certificates.
We believe the Secretary of the Treasury
should be allowed to sell these participa-
tion certificates in the next year. We
have $33 billion worth of frozen assets
that should we put to work in the public
interest.

This is a sound concept—a concept
proven by practice.

This is another way to improve the
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budgetary situation and this is the way
to move important programs forward.

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, I would hope
that the Members of the House would
vote down the motion to recommit and
allow the full budget level of participa-
tion sales to be approved.

Mr. JONAS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the gentleman from
Alaska [Mr. PorLLock] may extend his
remarks at this point in the RECORD.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from North Carolina?

There was no objection.

Mr, POLLOCK. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
opposition to the adoption of the con-
ference report on H.R. 9960, making
appropriations for sundry independent
executive bureaus, boards, commissions,
corporations, agencies, offices, and the
Department of Housing and Urban De-
velopment for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1968.

Most specifically, I rise in opposition to
the adoption of amendment No. 48,
which deletes the proposal to appro-
priate $1,000,000 for native housing in
Alaska.

Mr. Speaker, I am very, very disap-
pointed to see members of the confer-
ence committee from the other body
unanimously recede from their position
of demanding the inclusion of funds for
Alaska native housing; and I was equally
disappointed to find that not one mem-
ber of the conference committee on
either side of the aisle, in either the
House or the other body, reported dis-
agreement with the action of a majority
of the committee to delete this small
appropriation for Alaskan natives.

The $1,000,000 was originally re-
moved from the House version of the
bill, allegedly because at that time no
plans and specifications had been sub-
mitted to the Appropriations Committee.
The plans and specifications were subse-
quently completed and forwarded to
Washington, and were placed before the
other body when the bill was being con-
sidered. Members of the conference com-
mittee were furnished with the plans and
specifications and supporting data, thus
fully meeting the objections which were
stated in the House committee report.
Thereafter, I contacted each of the con-
ference committee members pointing out
the extreme importance of this small
appropriation to the impoverished Alas-
kan natives.

Mr. Speaker, perhaps I have failed to
convey how desperately this assistance
is needed for the Eskimos, Indians, and
Aleuts. These rugged Americans have
mastered one of the most inhospitable
areas on earth—the frozen tundra, the
arctic coastline, the harsh and unforgiv-
ing winter isolation in the desolate and
sparsely populated interior regions of
Alaska, and the unpredictable and harsh
Arctic and Bering Sea winter icepacks.
Some of the Alaska natives live in urban
areas, and some in the milder but still
very difficult areas of central, southeast-
ern, and southwestern Alaska. But, many
of these Alaskan natives have endured
in a land where life is not retained with-
out considerable personal effort. Most of
the homes of the natives are dilapidated

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

and beyond any hope of meaningful re-
pair. Most of these units are character-
ized by inadequate original construetion,
and are frequently built from such mate-
rials as packing crates, cardboard, drift-
wood, crude lumber, and tarpaper. Their
homes are small and inadequate by any
other standard, usually with a single
heat source—an oil stove—are poorly
ventilated, and frequently have no in-
sulation. Anywhere else in America, these
homes would be considered completely
unfit for human habitation, and yet these
wonderful people must somehow survive
in harsh arctic and subarctic climates
where temperatures drop below —50°
Fahrenheit.

I1know that I am called upon from time
to time to ask for special consideration
for the natives from Alaska. Although I
am compelled to do so, I do it gladly be-
cause the situation is entirely unique un-
der the American flag. By comparison
with the appalling poverty in many of
the native communities of Alaska, the
worse pockets of poverty in the remotest
areas of Appalachia seem to be areas of
wealth and affluence. This is not a hu-
morous comparison, but quite a sad com-
mentary. As a matter of national policy,
the United States is committed to helping
disadvantaged people around the globe
find a path toward economic self-suffi-
ciency and personal dignity.

Some of the Alaskan natives have suc-
cessfully made a transition from the old
culture to the new. Most have not, de-
spite tens of millions of dollars spent an-
nually by the Federal and State Govern-
ments in their behalf. Many live in con-
ditions that surpass the worse urban
slums to be found anywhere in the
United States—perhaps anywhere except
the deepest recesses of Africa, where
frigid temperatures are not a factor for
survival.

These people, the Alaskan natives, rep-
resent about one-fourth of Alaska’s
civilian population. As such, they can be
either a tremendous economic burden or
a great reservoir of opportunity. Their
future is perhaps the most critical prob-
lem the State of Alaska faces today.

While 25 percent of the civilian popu-
lation of Alaska is native, unemployment
is appallingly high, probably averaging
60 percent unemployment across the
length and breadth of Alaska, Jobs are
simply scarce in the villages, other than
subsistence hunting, fishing, and other
related activities. In some Alaskan vil-
lages, the only person regularly employed
is the janitor in the school run by the
Bureau of Indian Affairs.

If the Alaskan native were lazy, lack-
ing in personal resources, he could not
have survived for long. He is a strong,
gentle, able individual; but today he is
caught between two worlds—and if his
life is appalling and embarrasing to the
nonnative observer, it can only be more
shamefully degrading to him and the
other individuals involved.

Mr. Speaker, I can follow no other
course than to solemnly urge that the
conference report be recommitted to the
conference committee. While the motion
to recommit will contain no specific in-
structions to report H.R. 9960 back to
the House with a provision appropriat-
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ing the $1,000,000 for Alaska native hous-
ing, I do nevertheless solemnly urge you
to vote overwhelming for recommittal,
and then importune each and every
member of the conference committee to
courageously reconsider this matter and
include the Alaska native housing ap-
propriation so desperately needed.

Mr. POOL. Mr. Speaker, I oppose the
motion to recommit and I am casting my
vote today in favor of authorizing the full
amount of participation certificate sales
provided for under the conference report
on H.R. 9960. I feel the time has come to
put an end to attempts to make this tried
and tested form of Government financing
into a political football. Time and time
again our Republican colleagues have
unsuccessfully challenged this sensible
way of selling Government assets, and
again today they are doing the same
thing in nothing less than a political at-
tempt to embarrass the President in this
difficult time in our counftry’s fiscal
affairs.

We certainly have enough real issues
and problems before us so that we do
not have to resurrect an imaginary issue
involving the sales of participation cer-
tificates. The Congress in 1966 saw fit to
approve the participation sales program,
and now, in keeping with this decision,
we should grant authority for it to con-
tinue smoothly ahead as programed.

I want to make it clear at the outset of
my remarks that there is no real link be-
tween participation sales and spending.
Participation certificates are merely a
financing technique. They are clearly not
a supplemental source of funds or a
means of avoiding congressional control
over Federal spending.

The participation sales program over
the years has become a tested and suc-
cessful method of disposing of “pooled”
Government assets of various Govern-
ment agencies. The program has the sup-
port of financial experts in and out of
Government and of such organizations as
the American Bankers Association, the
Veterans of Foreign Wars, the American
Legion, and other veterans groups.

It is incongruous to me that our Re-
publican colleagues should attack this
program. By a similar pooling of Govern-
ment assets, the Eisenhower administra-
tion had sales totaling about $1.5 billion.
President Eisenhower said in his budget
message of 1955:

Private capital will be gradually sub-
stituted for the Government investment un-
til Government funds are fully repald and
private owners take over responsibility for
the program.

Mr. Speaker, these comments are the
basis of the participation program under
the Johnson administration. This pro-
gram, as in the Eisenhower administra-
tion, is sound and sensible.

First, it permits a partnership between
public and private initiative by permit-
ting the flow of private credit into Fed-
eral programs,

Second, by facilitating this flow of
credit, a more effective bridge between
Federal loan programs and the vast capi-
tal resources of the private market is
established, allowing for maximum ad-
vantage of the flexibility, ingenuity and
efficiency of these markets.
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And lastly, the program is a means of
bringing greater coordination to the as-
set sales program in a far more orderly,
eficient and cheaper way than by the
disorganized, competitive efforts in the
past of individual Government agencies.

Mr. Speaker, I strongly object to the
harsh, unfair, and unworthy political at-
tacks that have been made against this
participation program today, and I have
cast my vote accordingly.

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent to extend my
remarks at this point in the REcorp and
include tables.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
during the Eisenhower administration
I was fortunate enough to obtain from
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the administration agreement on a 12-
year program for the regeneration for
our hospital and medical system oper-
ated by the Veterans’ Administration.
As originally conceived, we planned to
appropriate $75 million each year for
this project. In many instances this has
been achieved and generally speaking
we are just about on schedule or just a
little bit behind.

In fiscal year 1964 the appropriation
was $76 million; in 1965 it was $98 mil-
Hon: in 1966 it was $90 million and in
1967 it was $52 million. The Department
of Medicine and Surgery for fiscal year
1968 requested $126 million. This was re-
duced by review in the Comptroller’s Of-
fice of the Veterans’ Administration to
$106 million. The Bureau of the Budget
chopped this in half and set the figure
at $52 million, and this is the exact
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amount which the House voted on the
17th and the Senate committee con-
curred in this amendment, but added
$600,000 for modernization and expan-
sion of the Veterans’ Administration
hospital at White River Junction. The
conference agreement which I am sup-
porting here today provides for $52,-
600,000 but deletes any provision ear-
marking $600,000 for a specific project.
I cite this history to give the background
for this long-term program which the
Congress has always supported and also
to emphasize the point that the ap-
propriation we are hopefully voting
today has already been cut in half from
the need originally estimated by the
Department of Medicine and Surgery.
Specifically this $52 million appropria-
tion would provide for the following
projects:

Item Total Amount Item Total Amount
cost requested cost requested
ospitals: Research: i
Repl&‘&m 7|r|'d {‘:'%lg?;idnsn,l}ugds to complete. ......---co---- $24, 565, 000 $2,672, 000 Denver, Colo. (10,000 net sq. ft. addition), design funds. ... $702, 000 $107, 000
San Diego, Calif. (1,040 beds), construction funds .-- 30,000,000 29, 000, 000 Madison, Wis. (16,000 net sq. ft. addition), funds to com-
Suttleﬁ%’ash. (bed expansion), design funds. .. ....---- 24, 667, 000 1, 000, 000 plaliss cass gt e R R e 1,014, 000 465, 000
Tampa, Fla. (720 beds), funds fo complete.__.__.--——--- 18, 762, 000 1, 295, 000 Oklahoma City, Okla. (15,082 net sq. ft. addition), funds to 1, 525, 000 380, 000
i TP L 33,967, 000 Minneapolis, Minn. (animal research facility), design funds. " 233,000 25, 000
Total replacement and relocation hospita ;?t""s.‘;'g‘:l D;lif-tggg"pﬂ "t‘“ s'iitft ;g!{?"“;'—&--.---l-?ina ..... = % 2
hospital improvements: urgh, Pa. (8,000 net sq. ft. addition), design funds.... X i
Om.(r:hillignthe,o io{modernize boiler plant), construction funds. 1,341, 000 1,221,000 Washington, D.C. (20,000 net sq. ft. addition), construction
Columbia, S.C., cardiopulmonary elimic. .- cccuen 196, 000 96, d 1, 407, 000 1,305, 000
Los Angeles, Calif., smoke barriers and st_andrlpas ......... 109, 000
Mountain Home, Tenn. (boiler plant), design funds.______- 1,300,000 100,000 |  Total research. e e 3,130, 000
Wast: Haven, (Gonn. ‘(exterior ‘Drick rapairs), construchion!, oo (L s [PRBORAS BOMIRISIAMON < wn so oe —imsan g pani s aganrnTane | 2o mandion e 1,977, 000
fundel =SB i aimia L e 2,381, 000
West Haven, Conn., outpatient clinic consolidation_..--. 208,000 208,000 |  Total request, 1968 .. ..oioioceoiiiiiiiiiiiiaii aemeeieeaas 52, 000, 000
West Haven, Conn., fire srrinklel‘s .......... 188, 000
Intensive care units at selected hospitals. . 6, 825, 000
Miscellaneous projects, $25,000 to $100,000 1, 298, 000
Administrator's discretionary fund.......-.-.. 500, 000
Total other improvements. .. cocceemmooooaiaammmmes  —mmemsecaaan

Mr. Speaker, I also want to recall to
Members of Congress the fact that last
year the President signed into law the
Veterans’ Readjustment Assistance Act
providing benefits for veterans who
served on or after January 1955, includ-
ing those now on duty in Vietnam. The
bill was patterned after the Korean GI
bill of rights and passed both Houses by
unanimous vote. Recently we have liber-
alized this provision again by unanimous
vote, and this new law is designated Pub-
lic Law 90-77. Readjustment benefits are
provided for in this appropriation in the
amount of $427,200,000, and thousands
of veterans who are taking training are
those who have only recently returned
from service in Vietnam. The most re=-
cent public law which I have made refer-
ence to will produce 110,000 compensation
and pension adjudication cases attribut-
able to the Vietnam group, 82,000 appli-
cations for education and training and
a little over 30,000 housing and loan
applications.

These are commitments which we have
made and we must now pay for them. It
is one of the rising costs of war, and I
know that all Members of this House
want to meet their responsibilities in this
field. I cite these facts and give this his-
tory because I think it is pertinent for
us at this time to keep this in mind when
we are considering the 1968 appropriation
for the Veterans’ Administration, which

has been passed by the House totaling
approximately $6,650,000,000.
GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers who desire to do so may extend their
remarks on the participation sales pro-
gram at this point in the REcorp.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. PRICE
of Illinois). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Tennessee?

There was no objection.

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 2 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. Wip-
waLL] and then I shall yield to the dis-
tinguished chairman of the Committee
on Appropriations such time as may re-
main and then move the adoption of the
conference report.

Mr. WIDNALL. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding this time to
me.

Mr. Speaker, by a margin of only a
very few votes the House in May 1966
passed the Participation Sales Act. Many
of us at that time opposed this measure
as a budget gimmick and warned that
sale of these participations at an interest
cost of about one-half of 1 percent over
Treasury financing would exert upward
pressure on the money market causing
diversion of badly needed funds from
the home mortgage market. Events
proved us to be correct even to the point

that the Treasury itself for a period of
months banned the sale of participations.

We are again in a period of tight
money with long-term governments and
municipal bonds lower in price than even
the low points reached in the monetary
stringency last fall. For instance, long-
term Treasury 4%s of 1987-92 are about
three points lower in price than they
were at the worst period last year.

The conference report proposes that
this appropriation bill restore $2.35 bil-
lion of participation sales authority for
the current year which was knocked out
by the House in passing this appropri-
ation bill, Mr. Speaker, in view of the
disorganized state of long-term Govern-
menf and municipal market it is per-
fectly obvious that if an attempt was
made to sell long-term participations in
this market that it would completely
and disastrously disrupt the long-term
bond market, If the administration
would attempt to sell $2.3 billion of par-
ticipations in the short-term market
there is no question but that this would
force up short-term interest rates to the
point where Government agency se-
curities again would be sold at prices to
vield over 6 percent. The result would be
that high yielding participation certifi-
cates would again draw funds from the
savings institutions which provide home
mortgage credit. The home mortgage
market which has been enjoying a splen-
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did recovery would be thrown into a tail-
spin just as it was last fall. If we want to
provoke a new crisis in the home mort-
gage market, granting this participation
-sales authority as provided in this con-
ference report, would be a sure way of
creating that result.

The President’s Commission on the
Budget has included in its report a rec-
ommendation that participation sales be
treated the same as Treasury obligations
in the budget. If that recommendation
is carried out, stripping participation
sales of budget gimmickery there will be
no incentive for using the participation
sales device. It is pure misleading budget
gimmickery costing the taxpayers at
least one-half of 1 percent more interest
than would otherwise have to be paid by
the Government to finance through
conventional Treasury borrowing.

Mr. Speaker, pending the time when
the Congress ends the mockery of partic-
ipation sales financing we should move
on the problem as it comes before us.
Specifically, this conference report
should be rejected or recommitted with
instructions to delete this $2.3 billion of
participation sales authority.

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker,
I yield to the distinguished chairman of
the Committee on Appropriations, the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. Mauon]1, the
balance of the time.

Mr. MAHON. Mr, Speaker, I do not
expect to take 15 minutes, but to take
only a moment.

This question has been thoroughly dis-
cussed; it has been reviewed and sifted.
I think that most of the Members have
made up their minds as to their position
upon it.

Principally, Mr. Speaker, I would like
to emphasize the primary point of inter-
est here, and undertake to make it very
specific. The distinguished gentleman
from Tennessee [Mr. Eviys] and the dis-
tinguished gentleman from North Caro-
lina [Mr. Jowas] have already under-
taken to make clear the fact that we have
pending before us the conference report
on this legislation.

The rent supplement matter and the
model cities matter will come up sep-
arately; they are not involved in any way
in the conference report.

We are voting now, and separately,
upon the eonference report.

The largest amounts in the conference
report, of course, are those for the Vet-
erans’ Administration. I would hope that
we would bear that in mind.

It is my opinion that it would be most
unfortunate, in prineiple, for us to re-
commit the conference report at this
stage, when we have worked for months
and months in an effort to try to reach
agreement and bring these matters to a
final resolution.

Now, Mr, Speaker, everyone knows that
within a bill which carries appropriations
of more than $10 billion, one cannot hope
to obtain complete agreement, one can-
not. have everyone in the House fully
agree.

There are some items about which
there is considerable disagreement.

Mr. Speaker, with respect to partici-
pation sales certificates there was some
complaint to the effect that they were
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not being counted within the budget
ceiling. That point, however, does not
remedy the fiscal situation. Where we
are confronted with a possible budget
deficit of nearly $30 billion, in essence,
as the distinguished gentleman from
Tennessee [Mr. Evins] has pointed out,
I can see nothing wrong with selling
some of these assets with which to fi-
nance governmental programs. We are
doing it with our eyes open. No one is
trying to deceive anyone and no one can
tell what the situation may be which
will confront us within the next few
months.

We are threatened with a deficit of
perhaps as much as $29 billion, and if
this motion to recommit is adopted and
should become the law, it will contribute
over $2 billion toward the final deficit
figure.

So I see no reason why we should
worsen the fiscal picture at this stage.
I see no reason why we should deny the
executive branch the opportunity for
some flexibility. While it may cost some
more in the next few months—it may
or it may not—in the long run it has
the prospect of helping to stabilize the
money market and bringing about more
orderly management of our current fiscal
problems.

I believe the Members have made up
their minds on the issue before us and
I believe the majority will vote “no” on
the motion to recommit. Mr. Speaker, I
join the subcommittee and I join the
gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. Evins]
and others in urging that this con‘fer-
ence report not be recommitted; that the
conference report be approved; and then
that we proceed to the more contro-
versial matters in the separate motions
mtvirolvins rent supplements and model
cities.

I would hope that the gentleman from
Tennessee [Mr. Evins] would move the
previous question at this point.

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker,
I yield myself 1 minute.

Mr. Speaker, let me say again that the
Senate has receded or reduced items on
49 of the 77 items in the conference re-
port, and the House conferees have sus-
tained more than 75 percent of dollar
differences between the two bodies on the
items in conference. The savings below
the Senate-passed bill are almost half a
billion dollars. This is based on the
motions we will make in the House today
after the conference report is adopted.
Furthermore, we will have an opportu-
nity to vote separately on appropriations
for the rent supplements and model cities
programs. If the House adopts the con-
ference report and chooses to sustain
its previous position on the items in dis-
agreement, we will have prevailed on
more than 90 percent of the total dollars
in conference.

In my judgment we have brought the
Members a good conference report, and
I believe it should be adopted.

Mr. Speaker, I move the adoption of
the conference report, and I urge that the
Members vote down the motion to recom-
mit.

Mr. Speaker, I move the previous ques-
tlon on the conference report.

The previous question was ordered.
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MOTION TO RECOMMIT

Mr. JONAS. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion to recommit.

The SPEAKER, Is the gentleman op-
posed to the conference report?

Mr. JONAS. I am, Mr. Speaker, in its
present form.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the motion to recommit.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Jonas moves to recommit the confer-
ence report on HR. 9960 to the commit-
tee of conference with instructions to the
managers on the part of the House to in-
sist on its d ent to Senate amend-
ments Nos, 43, 44, 71, 72, T3, 74, and 75.

The SPEAKER. Without objection,
the previous question is ordered on the
motion to recommit.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER, The question is on the
motion to recommit.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker announced that the nays ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. JONAS. Mr. Speaker, I object to
the vote on the ground that a quorum
is not present, and make the point of
order that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum
is not present.

The Doorkeeper will close the doors,
the Sergeant at Arms will notify absent
M;,-lmbers, and the Clerk will call the
roll,

The question was taken: and there
were—yeas 184, nays 208, answered
“present” 5, not voting 35, as follows:

[Roll No. 335]
YEAS—184

Abernethy Dole McDade
Adalr Duncan McDonald,
Anderson, I1l. Dwyer Mich.
Andrews, Edwards, Ala. McEwen

N. Dak. Erlenborn MacGregor
Arends Esch Mailliard
Ashbrook Eshleman Martin
Ayres Findley Mathias, Calif,
Baring Fino May
Battin Ford, Gerald R. Mayne
Belcher Frelinghuysen Meskill
Betts Fulton, Pa. Michel
Blester Gardner Miller, Ohio
Blackburn Gathings Minshall
Bolton Goodell Mize
Bow, Goodling Moore
Bray Gross Morse, Mass.
Brock Grover Morton
Brotzman Gubser Mosher
Brown, Mich. Gude Myers
Brown, Ohio  Gurney Nelsen
Broyhill, N.C. Haley Ottinger
Broyhill, Va. Hall Passman
Buchanan Halleck Pelly
Burke, Fla. Halpern Pettis
Burton, Utah Hammer- Pike
Bush schmidt Pirnie
Byrnes, Wis. Hansen, Idaho Poff
Cahill Harrison Pollock
Carter Harsha Price, Tex
Cederberg Harvey Quie
Chamberlain  Heckler, Mass. Quillen
Clancy Horton Rallsback
Clausen, Hosmer Reid, Il

Don H. Hunt Reifel
Clawson, Del  Hutchinson Relnecke
Cleveland Johnson, Pa. Rhodes, Ariz
Colller Jonas Riegle
Colmer Keith Robison
Conable King, N.Y. Roth
Corbett Kupferman Roudebush
Cowger Kuykendall Rumsfeld
Cramer Laird Ruppe
Cunningham Langen Ryan
Curtis Latta Sandman
Davls, Wis. Lennon Satterfleld
Dellenback Lipscomb Saylor
Denney Lloyd Bchadeberg
Derwinski Lukens Scherle
Devine McClory Schneebell
Dickinson McClure Schwelker
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Bchwengel Steiger, Wis. Widnall
Scott Taft Wiggins
Belden Talcott Williams, Pa.
Bhriver Teague, Calif. Wilson, Bob
Skubitz Thompson, Ga. Winn
Smith, Callf. Thomson, Wis. Wyatt
Bmith, Okla. Vander Jagt Wydler
Bnyder Wampler Wylie
Springer Watkins Wyman
Stafford Watson Zion
Stanton Whalen Zwach
Stelger, Arlz. Whalley
NAYS—208
Abbitt Gallagher Murphy, Il
Adams Garmatz Natcher
Addabbo Gilaimo Nedzl
Albert Gibbons Nichols
Anderson, Gilbert Nix
Tenn. Gonzalez O'Hara, 111,
Andrews, Ala. Gray O'Hara, Mich.
Annunzio Green, Oreg. Olsen
Ashmore Green, Pa. O’'Neal, Ga.
Barrett Griffiths O'Neill, Mass.
Bennett Hagan Patman
Bevill Hamilton Patten
Bingham Hanley Pepper
Blanton Hanna Perkins
Blatnik Hansen, Wash. Pickle
Boland Hardy Pool
Bolling Hathaway Price, 11.
Brademas Hawkins Pryor
Brasco Hays Pucinski
Brinkley Hechler, W. Va. Purcell
Brooks Helstoski Randall
Burke, Mass Henderson Rees
Burleson Hicks Reuss
Burton, Calif. Holifleld Rhodes, Pa.
Byrne, Pa Holland Rivers
Cabell Howard Roberts
Carey Hull Rodino
Casey Hungate Rogers, Colo.
Clark Ichord Rogers, Fla.
Cohelan Irwin Ronan
Conyers Jacobs Rooney, N.Y.
Culver Jarman Rooney, Pa.
Daddario Joelson Rosenthal
Daniels Johnson, Calif. Rostenkowskl
Davis, Ga. Jones, Ala. Roush
Dawson Jones, N.C. St Germain
de la Garza Karsten Bcheuer
Delaney Karth Shipley
Dent Kastenmeler BSikes
Dingell Kazen Sisk
Donohue Eee Black
Dorn Eelly Smith, JTowa
Dow King, Calif. Staggers
Dowdy Kirwan Steed
Downing Kluczynskl Stephens
Dulskl Eornegay Stratton
Eckhardt Kyros Stubblefleld
Edmondson Landrum Stuckey
Edwards, Calif, Leggett Bullivan
Edwards, La. Long, Md Taylor
Eilberg McCarthy Teague, Tex.
Evans, Colo Tenzer
Everett McMillan Tiernan
Evins, Tenn Machen Tuck
Fallon Madden Tunney
Farbstein Mahon Ullman
Fascell Marsh Van Deerlin
Matsunaga Vanik
Fisher Meeds Vigorito
Flood Miller, Calif.  Waggonner
Flynt Mills Waldle
Foley Minish Walker
Ford, Mink Watts
Willlam D, Monagan ‘White
Fountain Montgomery Whitener
Fraser Moorhead Whitten
Friedel Morgan Wolff
Fulton, Tenn. Morris, N. Mex. Wright
Fuqua Moss Young
QGalifianakis  Multer Zablockl
ANSWERED “PRESENT"—5
Bates Conte Yates
Berry O'Konski
NOT VOTING—35
Ashley Jones, Mo. Resnick
Aspinall Kleppe Roybal
Bell Eyl St. Onge
Boggs Long, La. Smith, N.Y.
Broomfleld MgcCulloch Thompson, N.J.
Brown, Calif Macdonald, Udall
Button Mass, Utt
Celler Mathias, Md. Williams, Miss.
Corman Murphy, N.Y¥. Willis
Diggs Philbin Wilson,
Gettys Poage Charles H.
Hébert Rarick
Herlong Reld, N.Y.
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S0 the motion to recommit was re-

ected.
The Clerk announced the following
pairs:
On this vote:
Mr. Yates for, with Mr. Boggs against.
Mr. Bates for, with Mr. Philbin against.
Mr. O'Konski for, with Mr. Poage against.
Mr, Conte for, with Mr, St. Onge against.
Mr. Berry for, with Mr. Aspinall against.
Mr. Utt for, with Mr. Hébert against.
Mr. Eleppe for, with Mr. Gettys against.
Mr. Kyl for, with Mr. Thompson of New
Jersey against.
Mr. Broomfield for, with Mr. Celler against.

Until further notice:

Mr. Murphy of New York with Mr. Mathias
of Maryland.

Mr. Roybal with Mr. Reild of New York.

Mr. Willis with Mr. Button.

Mr. Brown of California with Mr. Smith of
New York.

Mr. Resnick with Mr. Bell.

Mr. Corman with Mr. McCulloch,

Mr. Ashley with Mr. Diggs.

Mr, Charles H. Wilson with Mr. Rarick.

Mr. Herlong with Mr, Udall.

Mr. Long of Louisiana with Mr. Macdonald
of Massachusetts.

Mr. EVERETT changed his vote from
‘Iyeail' to I(nay-il'

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I have a live
pair with the gentleman from Louisiana
[Mr. Bogesl. If he had been present he
would have voted “nay.” I voted “yea.”
I withdraw my vote and vote “present.”

Mr. BATES. Mr. Speaker, I have a live
pair with the gentleman from Massachu-
setts [Mr. PamBin]. If he had been pres-
ent he would have voted “nay.” I voted
“yea”. I withdraw my vote and vote
"presenb.“

Mr. BERRY. Mr. Speaker, I have a live
pair with the gentleman from Colorado
[Mr. AspinarL]l. If he had been present
he would have voted “nay.” I voted “yea.”
I withdraw my vote and vote “present.”

Mr. O'KONSKI. Mr. Speaker, I have
a live pair with the gentleman from
Texas [Mr, Poacel. If he had been pres-
ent he would have voted “nay.” I voted
“yea.” I withdraw my vote and vote
“present.”

Mr. CONTE, Mr. Speaker, I have a live
pair with the gentleman from Connect-
jeut [Mr. St. OnGE]. If he had been pres-
ent he would have voted “nay.” I voted
“yea.” I withdraw my vote and vote
“present.”

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The doors were opened.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
conference report.

The conference report was agreed to.

AMENDMENTS IN DISAGREEMENT

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the first amendment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate amendment No. 3: On page 3, line
17, insert:

“PRESIDENT’S COMMISSION ON POSTAL
ORGANIZATION
“SALARIES AND EXPENSES
“For necessary expenses of the President’s
Commission on Postal Organization, estab-
lished by Executive Order 11341 of April 8,
1967, including services as authorized by &
U.S.C. 8109, and including reimbursement to
the Post Office Department for funds ad-
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vanced to the Commission from the appro-
priation for ‘Administration and regional
operation,” $1,600,000, to be available from
August 1, 1967, and to remain available until
June 30, 1968."

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. EVINS OF TENNESSEE

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker,
I offer a motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Evins of Tennessee moves that the
House recede from its disagreement to the
amendment of the Senate numbered 3 and
concur therein with an amendment, as fol-
lows: In lieu of the sum named in said
amendment insert “$1,000,000".

The motion was agreed to.

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that Senate
amendments Nos. 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22,
and 23 be considered en bloc.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it
is so ordered.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the several amendments in disagree-
ment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate amendment No. 17: On page 12, line
3, insert:

“Post office and courthouse (construction
and alteration), Hammond, Indiana, in ad-

‘dition to the sum heretofore appropriated,

$265,000;".

Senate amendment No. 18: On page 12, line
8, insert:

“Post office and Federal office building,
Springfield, Massachusetts, in addition to the
sum heretofore appropriated, $1,177,000;".

Senate amendment No. 19: On page 12, line
22, insert:

“Fedral office buildings, Goldsboro, North
Carolina, in addition to the sum heretofore
appropriated, $205,000;".

Senate amendment No. 20: On page 12, line
24, insert:

“Post office, courthouse and Federal office
building, Raleigh, North Carolina in addition
to the sum heretofore appropriated, $1,693,-
000;".

Senate amendment No. 21: On page 13, line
1, insert:

“Post, office and courthouse, Wilkesboro,
North Carolina, in addition to the sum here-
tofore appropriated, $234,000;".

Senate amendment No. 22: On page 13, line
3, insert:

“Post office and Federal office bullding, Far-
go, North Dakota, in addition to the sum
heretofore appropriated, $437,000;".

Senate amendment No. 23: On page 13, line
10, insert:

“Federal office bullding, Oak Ridge, Ten-
nessee, in addition to the sum heretofore ap-
propriated, $735,000;".

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. EVINS OF TENNESSEE

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr, Speaker,
I offer a motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Evins of Tennessee moves that the
House recede from 1its disagreement to the
amendments of the Senate numbered 17, 18,
19, 20, 21, 22, and 23 and concur therein.

The motion was agreed to.

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that Senate
amendment No. 58 and Senate amend-
ment No. 59 be considered en bloe, since
they relate to the same item.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it
is so ordered.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
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the Senate amendments in disagree-
ment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate amendment No. 58: On page 36,
line 23, strike out *$75,000,000” and insert
“$125,000,000”,

Senate amendment No. 69: On page 3T,
line 2, strike out “$237,000,000” and insert
“$537,000,000".

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. EVINS OF TENNESSEE

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker,
I offer a motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Evins of Tennessee moves that the
House insist on its disagreement to the
amendments of the Senate numbered 58 and
59.

PREFERENTIAL MOTION OFFERED BY MR. GIAIMO

Mr. GIAIMO. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
preferential motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr, Giaimo moves that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendments
of the Senate numbered 58 and 59 and con-
cur therein,

The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr.
Evins].

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker,
these two amendments numbered 58 and
59 relate to the model cities program
including the amount for urban renewal
projects in model cities areas. These
amendments do not relate to the rent
supplement program. That will be con-
sidered later.

This has to do with the model cities
program which the House previously
adopted and which the Congress has
favored.

The item of $12,000,000 for planning is
not in conference. The House and Senate
have agreed on the full amount of
$12,000,000 for planning for the model
cities program. The House recommended
a modest beginning of $150,000,000 for
the model cities program. The Senate in-
sists on $400,000,000 which is the
budgeted amount, the full amount, for
the model cities program.

The other item relates to urban re-
newal projects in model cities. The House
has approved $75 million for this phase
of the model cities program. This will
enable urban renewal in model cities to
get started on a modest basis. The Sen-
ate recommended $125 million for the
first-year funding for this purpose. Over
all, by way of totals, the House is recom-
mending $237 million for planning, for
model cities grants, and for urban re-
newal. The Senate is recommending $537
million. So there is in disagreement $300
million.

My colleague from Connecticut [Mr.
Giamo] wants to yleld to the position
of the SBenate for the full amount. Feeling
that we should support the position of
the House and the Appropriations Com-
mittee, I thought the matter should be
brought back for a separate vote. My mo-
tion is that the House insist upon its
position.

Mr. JONAS. Mr, Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. I yield to the
gentleman from North Carolina.

Mr. JONAS. I support the position of
the gentleman from Tennessee and op-
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pose the preferential motion offered by
the gentleman from Connecticut. The
preferential motion would accept the
Senate figures. We think they are too
high. The only way to avoid doing so on
this item is to vote down the preferential
motion, and then the vote will come on
the motion of the gentleman from Ten-
nessee that the House insist on its dis-
agreement with the Senate. This matter
will then go back to conference where we
will have another opportunity to have a
meeting of the minds and to compromise
these differences.

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker,
if the gentleman will permit me, I should
like to say that if you vote down the pref-
erential motion, we will have an oppor-
tunity to go back to conference and work
out the matter on model cities. We hope
we can reach an agreement.

Mr. JONAS. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield further?

Mr, EVINS of Tennessee. I am happy
to yield to the gentleman from North
Carolina.

Mr. JONAS. There is another reason
I support the position of the gentleman
from Tennessee. We are now in the sec-
ond quarter of the new fiscal year. This
House by a substantial vote agreed with
the Appropriations Committee back in
the spring. There is more reason to agree
with us now than there was then, because
half a year has already elapsed and the
Department has not moved one iota from
the position it was in a year ago today.
It has had $11 million of planning money
available for nearly 12 months—and it
has not disbursed one dime of it. It has
not selected one city.

The testimony before the House com-
mittee was that it will require from 6
months to a year for the cities to get
their plans in once they get their plan-
ning money.

I therefore submit that the department
will not use more than the House figures
for construction money even if we should
grant it. In view of the budgetary sit-
uation I certainly concur in the view of
the gentleman from Tennessee that the
House should not abruptly accept the
Senate figures but should send us back to
where another effort will be made to re-
concile the differences.

Mr, EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker,
I yield to my colleague from Connecticut
[Mr. Graimo] 5 minutes.

Mr. GIAIMO. Mr. Speaker, I ask that
the House adopt the Senate figures on
this item because of the fact that this
is the model cities program about which
we have heard so much. In effect, what
we would do would be to adopt the $400
million instead of the $150 million for
supplemental grants, and $125 million
instead of the $75 million for urban re-
newal, which is tied to the model cities
program. It is most important, in my
opinion, that we give extremely serious
consideration to this bill and to this
amendment, because in my opinion and
in the opinion of many of us, this is the
most important aspect of our poverty
program.

We have heard much discussion about
the poverty program. I have been one of
those who in many instances has criti-
cized the poverty program. It is no secret
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that attempts will undoubtedly be made,
strong attempts, to cut certain parts of
the poverty program in the very near
future. But if there is one program that
deserves our merit and consideration, if
there is one program which will really
try to do a good job, it is the model cities
program.

We have to get it off the ground and
get it moving, and get it moving quickly.
I want to stress that we are not talking
about expenditures of moneys. We are
talking about obligational authority and
appropriations. Very little of this money
is going to be spent in the immediate fu-
ture, but what it is going to do is to allow
HUD and the cities of this Nation to
begin their planning, to begin real plan-
ning looking toward the day when the
cities will qualify with HUD, and when
they will be able to get the funds to initi-
ate these all-embracing, comprehensive
model city programs.

It would be shortsighted to cut this
program at this present day. This is not
the kind of program that we can put
over until next year, and it is not a good
argument to say that quite a few months
in the fiscal year have passed and that
HUD will not be able to expend all the
moneys this year.

Again, I repeat, we are not talking
about expenditures of money. We are
talking about enabling HUD to plan and
to make its long-range plans with the
cities, so HUD can get started.

There is a long leadtime in all these
programs involving cities, certainly in
any urban renewal program, so we have
to take account of the fact that there
has to be good planning, long lead-
time, so we can have some results in the
near future, Again, it does not mean the
money is going to be expended immedi-
ately. I cannot help repeating that.

It is geing to enable HUD and the
cities to study it comprehensively, to be-
gin their planning, to get those plans in to
HUD and get this very important pro-
gram moving.

Mr. FARBSTEIN. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, GIAIMO. I yield to the the gentle-
man from New York.

Mr. FARBSTEIN. Mr. Speaker, when
the gentleman speaks of long leadtime
planning requiring this sum of hundreds
of millions of dollars, does he mean this
money is needed so that contracts or ob-
ligational authority may be permitted or
entered into?

Mr. GIAIMO. Exactly.

Mr. FARBSTEIN. That unless this
money is appropriated there can be no
contracts, no authority to enter into any
obligation insofar as model cities are
concerned and planning is something
separate and apart. The only way we can
avoid holding up this program for years
is to enable contracts to be entered into
within a reasonable time and, without
this, the contracts may have to be held
up for several years?

Mr. GIAIMO. That is correct.

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. Boranpl.

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Speaker, I trust the
motion offered by the gentleman from
Connecticut will be voted up. He is asking
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this House to recede and concur with the
Senate amendment on the model cities
program, That provides for $537 million,
of which $125 million is for urban re-
newal in model cities areas and $400 mil-
lion is for supplementary grants in the
model cities programs.

The $537 million recommended by the
Senate is $125 million less than that
which was asked for by the Bureau of
the Budget. This item, Mr. Speaker, was
considered by this House on May 17 of
this year. The distinguished gentleman
from Tennessee brought his bill to the
floor at that time, and since that time
there have been very considerable
changes and incidents which have oc-
curred all over this Nation. There has
been some different kind of thinking on
the part of, I believe, everyone as to how
best to meet the terrible and complex
problems that are perplexing the cities
of this Nation. This program is addressed
not only to the great and large cities,
but also to some of the smaller cities in
this Nation.

This whole program is addressed to
solving the problems that our larger and
smaller cities have been experiencing in
the past couple of years.

Incidentally, this is not a partisan
matter. Many Members on the other side
voted favorably on the model cities pro-
gram. A great number of Governors
throughout this Nation have expressed
their concern and feeling on this pro-
gram. They favor it.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts has expired.

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker,
I yield the gentleman from Massachu-
setts 2 additional minutes.

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Speaker, in the
hearings developed by the Senate there
were a number of Governors who ex-
pressed their concern over the failure on
the part of the Congress to fully fund the
model cities program, to fully fund it as
budgeted by the Department. That
expression was offered to the Senate by
the Governors of Iowa, Kansas, Massa~
chusetts, Missouri, North Carolina,
North Dakota, and Wisconsin.

Mr, Speaker, this clearly shows it is
not a partisan matter. It transcends all
political considerations. The question
here is whether or not Congress is willing
to do what it has to do if we are to meet
the severe problems and the heavy bur-
dens that the core cities are staggering
under,

I have here, Mr. Speaker, a telegram
which I believe is important. It was sent
to the members of the Subcommittee on
Appropriations for the Independent Of-
fices. It reads:

Conference committee fallure to agree on
full funding for model cities and rent supple-
ments portends further disaster for urban
areas, Our August emergency convocation
urged that “Congress must move without de-
lay on urban programs. The country can wailt
no longer for measures that have too long
been denied the people of the citles and the
Nation as a whole". We ask your support of
the Senate position on these measures.

Mr, Speaker, this telegram was signed
by Andrew Heiskell, chairman of the
board of Time-Life, Inc., and A. Philip
Randolph, the head of the Sleeping Car
Porters of the United States, both of
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whom are cochairmen of the Urban Coa-
lition in the United States.

Mr, Speaker, that is all the proposal of
the gentleman from Connecticut at-
tempts to do. It asks the House to stand
by the position of the Senate, to put in
this item to increase the amount from
the House figure of $237 million to $537
million, a $300 million increase.

I hope the House will vote for the pro-
posed increase,

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BOLAND. I yield to the gentleman
from Pennsylvania.

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. Speaker, I sup-
port full funding of the model cities pro-
gram.

I want to speak briefly on a subject of
serious consequence for the cities of our
country—the pending appropriations for
the model cities program. I was deeply
disturbed last May when the House voted
to cut the President’s request of $400
million for the model cities program to
an inadequate $150 million, and the
grants for urban renewal projects in
model neighborhoods from $250 million
to $75 million. I cannot believe that the
majority of this House fully recognized
either the seriousness of the problems
this program will attack or the sizable
fimpact this program can have on the lives
of the people in these problem-ridden
slum areas.

In plain talk, our cities need these
funds and our people need these funds.
Given model cities they can begin re-
building our cities in earnest. Without
them we are all back where we started
from—in the festering breeding grounds
of riots and violence.

A brief analysis of the 193 applications
for model cities funds shows that the
program is accurately aimed at the truly
hard-core slum areas that Congress in-
tended the program to attack when we
authorized it last year. Applications
came from large and small cities and
counties throughout the country, includ-
ing my own city of Philadelphia, and
gave a rather frightening picture of the
problems slum neighborhoods face.

Problems of blight and deterioration
are not restricted to our large cities, or
to one section of the country. Of the 193
applications 75 came from cities of un-
der 50,000 and six cities with less than
5,000 people want a model cities pro-
gram. Applications came from 47 States,
Puerto Rico, and the District of Co-
lumbia.

Over T million people live in the de-
teriorated neighborhoods selected for
upgrading by these cities. Three out of
every 10 families have incomes of less
than $3,000 annually. This is roughly
twice the proportion of low-income fam-
ilies living in all urban areas at the time
of the last census. Unemployment among
people living in these neighborhoods is
21% times the rate for the entire civilian
labor force. Almost one-third of the
houses in these areas are substandard,
triple the rate for all urban areas. Edu-
cation, basic in these people’s battle for
a better life is sadly lacking—3 out of
every 10 adults have not had as much as
8 years of schooling. These are condi-
tions which no reasonable or com-
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passionate person can ignore. These are
conditions which have transformed quiet
desperation into open violence.

The model cities program offers us
an entirely new approach to doing some-
thing about the poverty, illiteracy, poor
housing, and unemployment in these
neighborhoods. By mounting a concen-
trated attack on all of the problems,
model cities will enable cities to make the
most effective and efficient use of urban
programs which Congress has already
put on the books and funded. What
makes model cities unique is that it will
give cities the chance to tie together all
of the Federal programs and end the
piecemeal, fragmented approach that has
too long frustrated city administrators
and obstructed progress in our cities. At
the same time it will require the locality
to coordinate all its efforts, both public
and private, to make the best use of
Federal aids.

The impact the model cities program
will have on the grave problems I have
outlined is far more than the funds au-
thorized. Because this program builds
on the effective use of existing programs
and the coordinated input of State, city,
and private resources, the funds will have
a striking multiplier effect. Every dollar
we vote now for supplemental or operat-
ing funds will generate $10 from local
publiec funds, private sources, and other
Federal funds.

Therefore, we are talking about $4 bil-
lion or more worth of help for our hard-
pressed cities. I cannot believe that any
Member can cast a vote for anything less
in the face of the needs of our urban
citizens. We must seize this opportunity
to improve the lives of slum residents
and to upgrade whole blighted areas of
our cities. The price of doing it is cheap.
The cost of not doing it can be hazard-
ous. Let us vote the whole appropriation.

Mr. DONOHUE. Mr. Speaker, I most
earnestly urge and hope that the House
will recede from its earlier action and
accept the full appropriation, as ap-
proved by the Senate and recommended
by our distinguished colleague, the gen-
tleman from Connecticut, for the model
cities program contained in this Inde-
pendent Offices Appropriations Act con-
ference report now before us.

Over the past few months, our appro-
priation action on this particular sub-
ject has taken on increasingly vast sig-
nificance to the unity of this country and
our people and it further represents the
measure of our response toward curing a
disease that is threatening the very foun-
dations of our society.

Whatever varying reflections we may
have upon and about the tragic violence
and destruction that has recently been
occurring in so many cities throughout
the country, I think it is universally and
unmistakably clear that the underlying
causes of such tragedy ought to be and
must be corrected at the earliest possible
moment.

The vehicle through which this cor-
rection can be most surely and effectively
carried out is the appropriation contain-
ing adequate aid to the cities of this
country that is included in the Senate
version of this conference report.

Very truly if such an appropriation is
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permitted to stand reduced to the point
of practical obliteration or elimination
of urban programs, most of our cities
will be left without any hope of help in a
vital task that is obviously beyond their
individual capacities.

May I further say that such action
might well become one of the greatest
imprudences of modern history since it
would undoubtedly generate new and
higher despair and frustration among
great numbers of our people throughout
this Nation.

Let me please remind you that when
this Congress passed the original model
cities bill, it was making practically an
inherently binding promise not just to a
comparatively few and restrictively se-
lected cities that might come to be af-
flicted with riots and property destruc-
tion, but to all those numerous ecities
qualified for assistance on the basic
grounds of low-income population, ade-
quate housing shortages, and associated
standards.

At the present time, hundreds of such
cities all over the country have invested
much time and overtime of community
officials and expert volunteers, together
with community money, to apply for this
assistance, and this includes my own
home city of Worcester, Mass., which has
a nationally recognized reputation for
community cooperation, dedication, and
efficiency and accomplishment in plan-
ning, projection, and fulfillment of de-
velopment programs. If this House is now
to refuse adequate appropriations and
funding for the fundamentally qualified
city applicants for this particular Federal
help, it will be tantamount to a contra-
diction and betrayal of the words and
promises that were enacted into law less
than a year ago.

Mr, Speaker, I wish to again exhort my
colleagues here to approve the Senate
adopted model cities appropriation to
permit my community—and all other
qualified communities—to participate in
this demonstration cities program that is
so wisely designed to grant all of our citi-
zens, of whatever race or color or cir-
cumstance, the opportunity to rightfully
share in our national heritage and to en-
able this country to truly fulfill its des-
tiny of leadership in a world at peace.

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. Mr. Speak-
er, when this issue was before the House
earlier this year I supported the funding
of the model or demonstration cities pro-
gram at the $237 million level which was
adopted by the House, I still support the
program and believe it holds great poten-
tial for elimination of many of our urban
ills, The program is tailored along the
lines of the block-grant approach and
with this I also concur. However, I can-
not support the motion of the gentleman
from Connecticut to recede and accept
the Senate version of the funding of this
program, which more than doubles the
amount provided by the House. I will
continue to support the amount the
House initially voted for the funding of
this program and would support a rea-
sonable increase in such funding. I am
certain that defeat of this motion will
permit the conferees to arrive at an ap-
propriate level of funding which recog-
nizes both the need for, and value of,
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the program and our present budgetary
problems.

Mr. GILBERT. Mr. Speaker, I sup-
ported the Giaimo motion that the House
recede to the Senate figure of $537 mil-
lion for the model cities program, This
would have provided $300 million more
than the House figure of $237 million for
this important and urgently needed pro-
gram for our cities. I deeply regret the
Giaimo motion was defeated.

I also supported the Yates motion that
the House recede and conecur in the Sen-
ate amendment to provide $40 million for
the rent supplement program. It is un-
fortunate the House had provided no
funds for this program, and it is even
more unfortunate the Yates motion to
correct this error was defeated. I have
been a strong supporter of both the
model cities program and the rent sup-
plement program and naturally I am dis-
tressed over action taken in the House
today.

Mr. MADDEN, Mr. Speaker, in con-
sidering this conference report pertain-
ing to the appropriation on independ-
ent offices, Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, I do hope that the Members will
support the amendment offered by our
colleague, the gentleman from Connecti-
cut, Congressman Grarmo, a member of
the Appropriations Committee.

The other body has provided for a rea-
sonable sum of $537 million to support
the installation of the model cities pro-
gram. This reduction which the minority
party and some Members on the Demo-
cratic side are supporting, will reduce
the model cities initial appropriation
from $537 to $237 million.

If this reduction of $300 million is
adopted by the House, the model cities
program will be greatly handicapped
and the organization and progress of a
program which will eventually aid many
urban families throughout the United
States, will be impeded.

It is good economy for Members to vote
for sufficient money to establish programs
to indirectly aid millions of needy fam-
ilies in the urban areas throughout our
Nation. The expenditures made in this
program will pay off over a period of
years and bring millions of dollars worth
of taxes into the local, State, and Fed-
eral treasuries from families who are
now on relief or do not have sufficient
income to pay taxes unless jobs and em-
ployment are offered to some of our more
unfortunate urban citizens and thus help
them provide for themselves.

It has been announced in the papers
only yesterday that our population has
reached 200 million. In 1915 the popula-
tion of our Nation was but 100 million.
In 50 years' time our population has in-
creased 100 million. It is estimated that
the next 20 years will bring about an-
other increase of another 100 million.

Seventy-one percent of our population
today lives in cities or urban centers. In
another 20 years we will have about 70
million more persons living in our con-
gested cities. Unless a program similar
to the model cities under consideration
today is approved, our relief rolls, dis-
content, illiteracy, unemployment will
grow and the progress of our Nation
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will eventually be curtailed and law en-
forcement jeopardized.

The time to start solving these great
problems for our future prosperity and
preservation of our free Government is
now. A vote today to curtail this program
by over 50 percent is not a vote for econ-
omy but it is a vote submitting to reck-
less politics. Our cities during the last
few years has been a victim of riots,
uprisings, and general discontent by the
younger generation principally. Unless
programs of this kind are sustained by
our Congress, this general discontent of
the underpaid, uneducated, unemployed
will expand and grow, and the Nation
and our Government will pay the penalty
eventually.

I hope the Giaimo motion to sustain
the Senate appropriation without cur-
tailment will be sustained.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers who care to do so may extend their
remarks on the model cities program at
this point in the REcorb.

The SPEAKER, Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ten-
nessee?

There was no objection.

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee, Mr. Speaker,
at this time I yield 3 minutes to the dis-
tinguished minority leader.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
I thank the gentleman from Tennessee.

In response to the argument made by
the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
Boranp] wherein he alleged that there
was a growing need for this extra $300
million predicated on some of the riots
and civil disturbances we have had, I
would merely say we have had another
change since May 17, 1967, which ought
to influence Members on the vote today.

On May 17, when the House voted 213
to 193 to sustain the figure in the House
version, $237 million, it was a close vote
between $237 million and nothing, ac-
}:jually between $237 million and $12 mil-

on.

In the interval since May 17, when that
vote was taken, until today, we have had
a totally different picture presented to us
so far as the fiscal situation of the Fed-
eral Government is concerned.

The Secretary of the Treasury and the
Director of the Bureau of the Budget on
May 17 were still alleging that we were
going to have a deficit of $8.1 billion.
Today, October 24, they freely concede
that the deficit of the Federal Govern-
ment is going to be from $24 billion to
$30 billion. We have had a significant
shift in how our Federal Treasury is op-
erating, in the interval conditions have
gone from bad, to worse, to deadly
serious.

I think one has to weigh the deteriora-
tion of the fiscal situation of the Federal
Government on the one hand against the
problems raised by the gentleman from
Massachusetts on the other.

It seems to me that a vote today to
increase the House figure by $300 million
will have a most adverse effect on the
situation as far as the Treasury is con-
cerned. I do not think it will signifi-
cantly change the problems in the big
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cities that occurred in the last 3 or 4
months, I know that there may be some—
and I am sure the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts does not fall in this cate-
gory—who favor the solution to the
problems of Detroit and Newark and so
forth by saying the way to correct the
problem is to double, triple, or quadruple
the amount of money coming from the
Federal Treasury. That is not the answer.
Three hundred million dollars of obliga-
tional authority on this occasion will not
solve those problems of the big cities.
But a reduction in expenditures could be
very helpful in helping to solve the prob-
lem which we face as a nation in the fis-
cal mess that we are in.

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I am glad to
yield to the gentleman.

Mr. BOLAND. I listen with interest al-
ways to the distinguished minority
leader.

I do not think anyone contends action
on the part of the Federal Government
will save all of our cities and will solve
all of the problems consonant with all
of our cities, but there has to be leader-
ship on the part of the Federal Govern-
ment. I think the gentleman from Michi-
gan will agree with me that we are get-
ting that kind of leadership by bringing
into the ghetto areas some indication
on the part of business that they are
willing to contribute and to do their part
to lift the burdens of the cities about
the Nation.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker,
I yield the gentleman 1 additional min-
ute.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
if T might respond to that, Congress last
year made available $11 billion in plan-
ning money for this agency to get the
demonstration cities program off the
ground. It is my best information that as
of today—almost 12 months later—they
have not disbursed one penny of that
money. How can they properly absorb
the additional money included in the
House version of $237 million much less
the $537 million included in the Senate
version? It seems to me that that agen-
cy’s record of performance is so poor
that we should not trust them with an
extra $300 million over and above the
$237 million that the House has allocated.
Therefore, I hope and trust that the
Members will vote “no,” so that we will
stand by the $237 million figure included
in the House version.

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee, Mr, Speakel,
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
New York [Mr. Ryan].

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in sup-
port of the Giaimo motion to agree to the
Senate amount of $537 million for the
model cities program.

I might say to the distinguished
minority leader that an appropriation
bill for military construction will be be-
fore us shortly where he can easily save
$300 million if he really wants to, or a
great deal more. However, the minority
party should not save money at the ex-
pense of our cities, which is just what
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the minority leader proposes to do. It is
urgent that we face up to the problems
which confront us in our urban areas.
The proposal of the Senate to fund this
program at $537 million will only begin
to meet the needs.

Earlier this afternoon the distinguished
chairman of the Subcommittee on Inde-
pendent Offices pointed out the recom-
mendations of the House conferees would
amount to three-quarters of a billion
dollars in reductions below the budget
estimate; $756 million. I might point out
that $689 million, or 90 percent, of that
reduction comes out of the funding of
the Department of Housing and Urban
Development, HUD. And out of the $689
million reduction, some $425 million
comes out of the model cities programs.

So the model cities program and the
rent supplement program, which will
come up later, have been the principal
victims of the budget slashes. If we are
serious about our concerns about dis-
order in our cities which were expressed
s0 often on the floor of the House last
summer, it is important that we begin
now to fund this program which was
enacted by the Congress last year in
order to deal with the very, very serious
problems which have been permitted to
fester over a long period of time. The
time to start is now.

When the House reduced the Housing
and Urban Development budget estimates
by some $689 million last May 17, the
administration request was already $599
million below available authorizations.
In conference the House conferees yielded
and agreed to increase its figures by only
$19.3 million, or less than 3 percent,
while the Senate conferees yielded $416
million—if we use the House figure on
model cities and rent supplements.

The Bureau of the Budget estimates
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that, if the recent Whitten and Bow
amendment restrictions on overall ex-
penditures stand, programs in housing
and urban development will be cut back
by another half billion dollars. It was re-
ported yesterday that as a consequence
of these steps, most of FHA's special
assistance programs have been sus-
pended, including special assistance for
urban renewal, cooperative housing,
housing for the elderly, and other low-
income programs.

The mood of this House to chop away
the major portions of critical domestic
programs has lost any logical relation to
war spending or to the size of the pro-
jected deficit. It has taken on a logic all
its own. When the House reduces spend-
ing for a program or an agency millions
of dollars below an already reduced ad-
ministration request, it is not dealing in
sterile mathematical calculation, but in
people's lives.

Compared with the enormity of the
crisis in our cities, the administration
program—even if every last dollar of
available authority were appropriated—
constitutes a woeful minimum. If the ad-
ministration were able to go ahead with
its $662 million model cities program,
some 60 or 70 cities would receive an
average of $10 million each, a sum en-
tirely inadequate to the problem. The en-
tire administration rent supplements re-
quest would provide some 45,000 units
throughout the Nation, when there are
half a million substandard units in New
York City alone; and no single State
could have over 6,750 units because of the
15 percent limitation.

And yet, this House has seen fit to rip
this minimal program to shreds. 1 have
prepared a table on the fate of certain
housing programs, which I include at
this point in the REcorD:

[!n millions of dollars]

Authoriza-  Administra-  House appro- Conference
tion tion request priation report
Neighborhood facilities. . . oo 121 42 2 30
Rehabilitation loans. __ ..o . it 100 0 0 0
Housing for the elderly loans. . _......... 95 80 20 25
Urban planning grants. ... .. ___.__._ ... e 84 50 40 45
Metropolitan development incentive grants. 50 30 0 0
Urban mass transportation______________ ¥ 205 175 175 175
Community development training grants_ _ 30 2.5 3
Urban research_______.. 20 20 5 10
Open space____...____.. 125 125 75 75
Alaska housing program. __ _. L 10 0 0
Urban information and technical assistance 8 6 2 2.2
Modelgibies. e o L NS e 662 237 1)
[ E T T S N B e Y S e S 40 40 0 1)

1 In disagreement.

To summarize briefly, let us look at
histories of certain critically important
programs: For example, neighborhood
facilities authorizations total $121 mil-
lion; the administration request was only
$42 million; the House slashed this fur-
ther to $27 million, and the conference
restored only $3 million.

An authorization of $100 million for
rehabilitation loans was scrapped en-
tirely by the administration.

Housing for the elderly was reduced
from $95 million to $80 million by the
administration. The House cut this back
to $20 million, and only $5 milllon was
restored in conference.

Funds for urban mass transportation

were slashed by $30 million, and the con-
ference accepted the House figures.

The open-space program was reduced
by $50 million, and Federal participation
limited to 50 percent. The conference
likewise accepted the House figures.

And so on for over a dozen critical
urban programs.

The most devastating reductions occur
in rent supplements and model cities.
The Federal Government has been sub-
sidizing housing for more than 30 years;
and with costs rising and the degrading
conditions of slums worsening, it cannot
cease to do this now.

The rent supplements program was
envisioned as a means to permit this
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subsidy to operate to stimulate the mar-
ket mechanism. It has been widely hailed
as a creative means of increasing the
supply of moderate-income housing. The
$40 million request which this House re-
jected would barely make a dent on our
housing needs.

Similarly, the model cities program, as
modest as it is, provides the beginning of
comprehensive planning to restore
blighted areas of our urban centers. And
last May 17 the House saw fit to reduce
the funds requested available for this
program by approximately 64 percent.

Those actions were taken before the
massive eivil disorders of this summer,
which are symptomatic of the enormity
of the problem. Those riots might have
been expected to move the Congress to
action. Instead, they produced a per-
verse logic of “punishment,” which
would deny the funds to begin to elimi-
nate the degradation of America's de-
caying core cities.

Let us exercise more wisdom than we
did 5 months ago. Even with restored
funds in model cities and rent supple-
ments, authorized programs to aid our
cities would be cut by nearly half. The
cities have been shortchanged for too
long. Our aid should not be halved, it
should be doubled. As a beginning, I urge
the House to agree to the Senate amount.

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker,
the House bill included $237 million for
the model cities program, and the vote on
which this question will be taken will be
whether or not to increase it by the sum
of $300 million and accept the position of
the other body.

Mr. Speaker, I move to sustain the
position of the House on this question.

Mr. Speaker, I move the previous ques-
tion and urge that you vote against the
preferential motion.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Illinois will state his parliamentary in-

quiry.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, will a vote
for the Giaimo motion be a vote for a
greater sum of money for the model cities
program?

The SPEAKER. The Chair will state
to the distinguished gentleman from Illi-
nois that a vote for the Giaimo motion
is a vote for receding and concurring in
the Senate amendment, which is the
same thing.

Mr. YATES. I thank the distinguished
Speaker.

- 'The SPEAKER. The question is on the
preferential motion offered by the gen-
tleman from Connecticut [Mr. Giammol
that the House recede from its disagree-
ment to Senate amendments No. 58 and
No. 59, and concur therein.

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr, Speaker,
on that I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 156, nays 241, not voting 35,

as follows:

[Roll No. 336]

YEAS—156

Adams Barrett
Addabbo Bingham Brooks
Albert Boland Burke, Mass.
Annunzio Bolling Burton, Calif,
Ashley Brademas Byrne, Pa.

Carey
Celler
Clark
Cohelan
Conyers
Cowger
Culver
Daddarlo
Daniels
Dawson
de la Garza
Delaney
Dent
Dingell
Donohue
Dow

Esch
Evans, Colo.
Farbsteln
Fascell
Felghan
Flood
Ford,
William D,
Fraser
Friedel
Fulton, Pa.
Fulton, Tenn.,
Gallagher
Garmatz
Gialmo
Gibbons
Gilbert
QGonzalez
Green, Oreg.
Green, Pa.
Griffiths
Gude
Halpern
Hanley
Hanna
Hansen, Wash.
Hardy

Abbitt
Abernethy
Adair

Anderson, 111,
Anderson,

Tenn.
Andrews, Ala.
Andrews,

N. Dak.
Arends
Ashbrook
Ashmore
Ayres
Baring
Battin

Cederberg
Chamberlain
Clancy
Clausen,

Don H.
Clawson, Del
Cleveland
Colller
Colmer
Conable
Conte

Harvey
Hathaway
Hawkins
Hechler, W. Va.
Heckler, Mass.
Helstoskl
Hicks
Holifield
Holland
Horton
Howard

Eee

. EKelly

King, Calif.
Kirwan

EKluczynski
Kupferman

Mee

Miller, Calif.
Minish
Mink
Monagan
Moorhead
Morgan
Morse, Mass.
Moss

Multer
Murphy, Il
Murphy, N.Y.
Nedzl

Nix
O'Hara, Il

NAYS—241

Corbett
Cramer
Cunningham
Curtis

Davls, Ga.
Dayvis, Wis.
Dellenback
Denney
Derwinsgki
Devine
Dickinson
Dole

Dorn

Dowdy
Duncan
Dwyer
Edmondson
Edwards, Ala.
Edwards, La.
Erlenborn
Eshleman
Everett
Evinsg, Tenn.
Fallon
Findley

Fino

Fisher

Flynt

Foley

Ford, Gerald R.
Fountain
Frelinghuysen

Hansen, Idaho
Harrison
Harsha

Hays
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O'Hara, Mich.
Olsen
O'Nelll, Mass.
Ottinger
Patman
Patten
Pepper
Perkins
Price, 11
Pucinskl
Rees

Reuss
Rhodes, Pa.

. Riegle

Rodino
Rogers, Colo.
Ronan

Rooney, N.X.
Rooney, Pa.
Rosenthal
Rostenkowski
Ryan

St Germain
Batterfleld
Scheuer
Schweiker
Bisk

Stafford
Staggers
Stratton
Bullivan
Tenzer

Thompson, N.J.

Tiernan
Tunney
Udall
Van Deerlin
Vanik
Vigorito
Waldie
Whalen
Wilson,
Charles H.
Wollf
Yates
Young
Zablockl

Henderson
Hosmer
Hull
Hungate
Hunt
Hutchinson
Ichord
Jarman
Johnson, Pa.
Jonas
Jones, Ala.
Jones, N.C.
Eeith
Eing, N.Y.
Eornegay
EKuykendall
Lalrd
Landrum
Langen
Latta
Lennon
Lipscomb
Lloyd
Lukens
MeClure
McDonald,
Mich.
McEwen
McMillan
MacGregor
Mahon

Mailliard
Marsh

Martin
Mathias, Calif.
May

Mayne

Meskill

Michel

Miller, Ohio
Minshall

Mize
Montgomery
Moore

Morris, N. Mex.
Morton
Mosher

Myers
Natcher
Nelsen
Nichols
O’EKonskl
O'Neal, Ga.
Passman
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Pelly Saylor Teague, Tex
Pettis Schadeberg Thompson, Ga.
Pickle Scherle Thomson, Wis
Pike Schneebell Tuck
Pirnie Schwengel Ullman
Poft Scott Vander Jagt
Pollock Selden Waggonner
Pool Shipley Walker
Price, Tex, Shriver Wampler
Pryor Sikes Watkins
Quie Skubitz Watson
Quillen Slack Watts
Rallsback Smith, Calif. Whalley
Randall Smith, Iowa White
Reid, 11, Smith, Okla. Whitener
Relfel Snyder ‘Whitten
Relnecke Springer Widnall
Rhodes, Arlz. Stanton Wiggins
Rilvers Bteed Williams, Pa.
Roberts Steiger, Ariz. Wilson, Bob
Robison Steiger, Wis, Winn
Rogers, Fla. Stephens Wright
Roth Stubblefield Wyatt
Roudebush Stuckey Wydler
Roush Taft Wylle
Rumsfeld Talcott Wyman
Ruppe Taylor Zion
Sandman Teague, Calif. Zwach

NOT VOTING—35
Aspinall Herlong Philbin
Bates Jacobs Poage
Bell Jones, Mo, Purcell
Blatnik Kleppe Rarick
Bogegs Kyl Reid, N.Y.
Broomifield Long, La. Resnick
Brown, Calif MeClory Roybal
Button MeCulloch St. Onge
Corman Macdonald, Smith, N.Y.
Diggs Mass. Utt
Gettys Mathias, Md. Williams, Miss,
Hébert Mills Willis

So the preferential motion was re-
jected.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote:

Mr. St. Onge for, with Mr. Hébert against.
Mr. Boggs for, with Mr. Gettys against.
Mr. Philbin for, with Mr, Long of Louisiana

t.

Mr. Aspinall for, with Mr, McClory against.

Mr. Roybal for, with Mr. Broomfield against,

Mr. Reid of New York for, with Mr. Rarick
against.

Mr. Button for, with Mr. Herlong against.

Mr. Mathias of Maryland for, with Mr.
Kleppe against.

Mr. Resnick for, with Mr, Kyl against.

Mr. Corman for, with Mr. Utt against.

Until further notice:

Mr, Brown of California with Mr. Diggs.

Mr. Ashley with Mr, McCulloch.

Mr, Blatnick with Mr. Bell.

Mr. Macdonald of Massachusetts with Mr.
Bates,

Mr. Willis with Mr, Smith of New York.

Mr. Purcell with Mr. Jacobs,

Mr. Mills with Mr. Willlams of Mississippl.

Mr. SCOTT changed his vote from
(iyea!! t‘o I‘nay.’I

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the motion offered by the gentleman
from Tennessee [Mr. Evins] that the
House insist upon its disagreement to
the amendments of the Senate No. 58
and No. 59.

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the next amendment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate amendment No. 67: On page 38,
line 25, strike out “Provided, That no part of
the foregoing appropriation shall be used for
incurring or discharging:" and insert “Pro-
vided, That the limitation otherwise applica-
ble to the maximum payments that may be
required in any fiscal year by all contracts
entered into under such section is increased
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by #$40,000,000: Provided jfurther, That no
part of the foregoing appropriation or con-
tract authority shall be used for incurring”.
MOTION OFFERED BY MR, EVINS OF TENNESSEE

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr, Speaker,
I offer a motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Evins of Tennessee moves that the
House insist upon its disagreement to the
amendment of the Senate numbered 67.
PREFERENTIAL MOTION OFFERED BY MR. YATES

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
preferential motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Yares moves that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendment
of the Senate numbered 67 and concur
therein.

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Illinois [Mr, YATES].

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, there are
many in the House who will say that the
gentleman from Illinois has moved in
where angels fear to tread. However, Mr,
Speaker, I am strengthened by the
knowledge that I am in good company.

I keep company with Mr, Conservative
himself—Republican Members may want
to hear this—I keep company with the
late Senator from the State of Ohio, the
former minority leader of the other body,
Senator Robert A. Taft. Together, Mr.
Speaker, we appeal to the conscience of
the House, for that is what is involved
in the amendment that is under consid-
eration at the present time—the con-
science of the House.

This is an amendment which seeks to
provide funds for the poor, for the sick,
for the disabled, for the dispossessed,
for every group that is at the bottom of
the economic ladder in our country at a
time when others are enjoying record
prosperity.

The question is raised, Mr. Speaker, by
many as to why should we pay a portion
of the rent of our neighbors. Well, let
us see what Senator Taft had to say
about this, for his arguments are logical
and persuasive. He said this when there
was under consideration in the other
body the question of the public housing
program:

The American people are a charitable peo-
ple, and are a humane people. They do not
want to see hardship and poverty in the
midst of plenty.

He said:

This requires a tax on the other four-
fifths of the people, perhaps the other three-
fifths of the people, to pay most of the taxes,
but I belleve these people are willing to pay
the tax In order to accomplish the purpose
of seeing that we no longer have any serious
problem of hardship and poverty in the
United States and that the children of all
the families in the United States have an
equal opportunity or a substantially equal
opportunity to get started in life and that
if they have the abilities to make use of them
to the full extent they can so that the United
States may remain a country of free
opportunity.

And that argument is applicable, too,
in the motion under consideration at the
present time.

Mr. Speaker, it is important that we
keep in mind the people who are to be
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benefited by this program. Who are they?
This is not a windfall for a favored
group. It is for the underprivileged. It is
applicable only to the people who can
qualify for public housing. Nobody who
has an income above the limits estab-
lished for public housing can obtain rent
supplements under this program. In ad-
dition to that basic qualification, Mr.
Speaker, what others exist? Secondly, the
program is for elderly people. In addi-
tion to the fact that their incomes are
limited to those of public housing quali-
fication, they must be over the age of 62;
or they must be handicapped people
with a physical handicap; or they
must be displaced people—they must be
evicted as a result of some governmental
action. Or, they must be slum dwellers;
they must live in ghettos or live in sub-
standard dwellings; or they must be dis-
aster refugees , those who have been
displaced by storms or floods or hurri-
canes such as the people in the State of
Texas recently suffered.

Mr. Speaker, these are the only ones
who can qualify under this program.
These are the poor, the elderly, the sick,
the deplaced. The people, in short, who
need our help. That is why I say that this
is a matter that tries the conscience of
the House of Representatives.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
will the distinguished gentleman yield?

Mr., YATES. I shall be very glad to
yield to my friend, the distinguished
minority leader, the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. GeraLp R. Forpl.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
the gentleman from Illinois has made
the statement that only the people living
in those categories which he has previ-
ously mentioned are eligible to live in the
facilities that would be built under this
program.

Is that a matter of law or regulation?

Mr, YATES. That is a matter of both
law and regulation, I might say to the
distinguished gentleman from Michigan.
It is a matter of law in establishing the
level of income and of the regulations in
conjunction with other qualifications.

So that by both law and regulations
these people, and only these groups at
the present time are qualified to live in
facilities for which rent supplements are
directed.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tleman from Illinois has expired.

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker,

I t;;i;ld the gentleman 3 additional min-
utes.
Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
may I comment upon the gentleman's
observation. Will the distinguished gen-
tleman from Illinois yield further?

Mr. YATES. I shall be glad to yield fur-
ther to the distinguished minority leader,
[Mr. GErALD R. Forp].

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
the gentleman from Illinois, I believe is
accurate in what he has said. It is a
matter of both law and regulation.

Mr. YATES. Right.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. By law, the
Congress has given to the administrative
agencies the right to establish eriteria,
and by law they can do so by regulations.
But, Mr. Speaker, the Congress of the
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United States has not written any guide-
lines such as the gentleman from Illinois
has described for the occupancy of the
units. Those guidelines are written by
agency regulations and these regulations
could be changed tomorrow.

Mr. YATES. That does not make any
difference. Even if that were true, the law
as it stands today is as I reported it to
the House, I still insist that it is a matter
for the conscience of the distinguished
minority leader, the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. GERALD R. Forp], in this
regard.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
if the gentleman will yield further, may
I say te the gentleman from Illinois that
he is very persuasive in his advocacy of
this matter. However, I still think the
better position for us to take on this
occasion today is to reject the Senate
$40 million figure so that the conferees
can bargain from a position of strength.
The House should not capitulate to the
Senate and the President.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, that position
would represent a vote against Americans
who need help. The gentleman from
Michigan is rejecting the position es-
poused by former Senator Taft——

Mr, GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
if the gentleman will yield further I do
not think this rent subsidy program was
even a gleam in the eye of Senator Taft
in 1948. And, let me say this in further-
ance of my statement——

Mr. YATES. Let me say further, first,
that the program to which the former
distinguished Senator from Ohio, Sen-
ator Taft, was addressing himself was
one of housing totally subsidized by the
Government. Certainly he would favor
and support a housing program which
would be carried out by private industry.

Can the distinguished gentleman from
Michigan imagine the fact that the
former distinguished Senator from Ohio,
Mr. Taft, would not be for this kind of a
program?

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
if the gentleman will yield further? Let
me say that if Senator Taft were here
today—and I am sure that perhaps his
distinguished son would be a better
spokesman than I on the views of the
former distinguished Senator—I am sure
that the former distinguished Senator,
Senator Taft, would take into considera-
tion the fact that under the public hous-
ing program the Government of the
United States has expended some $5 bil-
Hon and with many disappointments as
to its effectiveness. Today the people who
advocate rent supplements are using the
same arguments that were used 20 years
ago for public housing, while the ex-
penditure of the sum of $5 billion for
public housing has not done the job.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, the distin-
guished gentleman from Michigan has
just admitted my point. It is his opinion
and mine that the former distinguished
Senator from Ohio, Mr. Taft, would be
supporting this program. Therefore, the
arguments upon his behalf to provide
for this program, he would have been
against?

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
if the gentleman will yield further, is the
gentleman willing to do away with the
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$275 million which is contained in this
bill with which to subsidize the public
housing program and to call for the ad-
vocacy of a new program while abandon-
ing public housing? It is my opinion that
rent supplements may have many ad-
vantages over public housing, but why
does not the gentleman take some of the
$275 million which is contained in the
public housing program and put it into
this rent subsidy program or, even better,
into the rent certificate program.

Mr. YATES. I say to the distinguished
minority leader, the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. GEraLD R. Forn], that the
poor are with us and that they will con-
tinue to be with us. This program is a
step in the right direction and deserves
our support.

Mr., GERALD R. FORD. Let me make
this observation. The gentleman talks
about the poor, and as I understand the
agency regulations that we have for this
program, people who have outside assets
of up to $25,000 can still qualify. Is that
correct?

Mr. YATES. I will tell the gentleman
that is wrong. It may have been true at
one time, but it was corrected.

I remember that the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. HARVEY] so argued at one
time, but subsequently, after correction,
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
Harvey] favors this program, unless I
am mistaken.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee, Mr. Speaker,
I yield 1 additional minute to the gentle-
man from Illinois.

Mr. YATES. I thank the gentleman for
yielding.

Mr. WYMAN. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. YATES. I yield to the gentleman
from New Hampshire.

Mr. WYMAN., I would like to ask the
gentleman what are the income limita-
tions that apply to the rent supplements?
How much money can a person have
under the regulations in outside income,
and still qualify for the rent supplement?

Mr. YATES. I will tell the gentleman
from New Hampshire that the income
ceilings vary from community to commu-
nity. What is the limitation for New York
may not be the limitation for one of the
cities in the gentleman’s district in New
Hampshire, or for other small cities. But
generally it depends upon the cost of liv-
ing in the particular city.

Mr. STEPHENS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. YATES. Yes; I yield to the gentle-
man from Georgia.

Mr. STEPHENS. I believe we would
have to refer back to the limitations
under the amendment that I offered that
only those people who are eligible for
public housing projects are eligible for
rent supplements.

Mr. YATES. That is what I said.

Mr. STEPHENS. That is the law, and it
is not a regulation,

Mr. YATES. That is right.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
would the gentleman from Georgia tell
us what the figure is?
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Mr. STEPHENS. It would be that
which applies to the community under
consideration under the law. I can tell
the gentleman what it would be in my
community.

Mr. YATES, The gentleman is right; it
varies from community to community.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. What is the
highest figure? Will somebody please tell
us what the highest figure is?

Does not anybody know who justifies
this program? I cannot imagine that.

Mr, STEPHENS. It is the same as the
highest figure in public housing.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I decline to
yield further. Mr. Speaker, the income
limitation, as I stated varies from com-
munity to community.

The SPEAKER. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 1 minute to the distinguished
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Hays].

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Speaker, I was pre-
pared to vote against this preferential
motion, but the gentleman from Michi-
gan and some others have now made me
wonder if my position is correct.

The distinguished minority leader
asked the question whether anyone
could tell us the figure for the bottom
limit and the highest limit. And the
argument may be that the limit is too
high. Can the gentleman tell us what
the limit is?

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. The last time
we had a figure given on the floor of the
House by the proponents of the rent sub-
sidy program it was sald the tenants
could have outside capital asset accumu-
lations of up to $25,000, and I have seen
no one deny that or give us an alterna-
tive figure. If the situation is different I
believe we ought to have some informa-
tion on this from the proponents of the
rent subsidy program at this time.

Can they give us this information?

Mr. HAYS. Or, if not, can the op-
ponents tell us?

The SPEAKER. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker,
I yield myself 3 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, in an endeavor to put
this matter in proper perspective, let
me say that the President recommended
in his budget $40 million in contract
authority for the second full year of the
rent supplement program. The House
Committee on Appropriations recom-
mended $10 million when the bill came
before the House on May 17, the sub-
committee recommended $10 million—
and the full committee recommended $10
million. The House voted down the $10
million rent supplement by a 61 majority
in a record vote.

The Senate has recommended the full
budget request of $40 million.

Personally, I feel that the rent sup-
plement program should be given an op-
portunity to work. The gentleman from
Michigan and others have sald we have
appropriated from $265 million to $275
million a year on public housing.

This rent supplement program is a
new approach, this is a new concept.
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This is a private enterprise concept. Pub-
lic housing is Government owned, Gov-
ernment controlled, Government man-
aged, and Government subsidized. We
have been in the public housing busi-
ness for more than 25 years, and now
here is a new approach, here is a pro-
gram to substitute private capital for the
public funds. Here is the possibility of
an alternative to public housing keyed
to the free enterprise concept.

Projects built under the rent supple-
ment program are privately owned, pri-
vately managed, and privately controlled.

This program has the broad support of
our mayors and other city officials, many
churches and charitable institutions, and
the strong support of the housing sector
of our private economy, including the
National Association of Real Estate
Boards and the National Association of
Home Builders, as well as the National
League of Cities, the U.S. Conference of
Mayors, National Council of the Aging,
and many other church, business, and
charitable organizations.

I repeat: Public housing is govern-
ment owned, government built, govern-
ment operated, government managed,
and not on the tax rolls.

Rent supplement housing is privately
built, privately financed, privately owned,
privately managed, and the property is
on the local tax rolls.

Many people feel that this is a better
approach and a better concept than
public housing.

Since the committee acted on May 17,
private insurance companies have com-
mitted a billion dollars to assist in pro-
viding low-rent housing in our eities.
They recognize the problems of the cities
and the ghettos and they recognize that
something must be done about these
problems. The insurance companies feel
that the rent supplement program is a
sound proposition and they are recom-
mending a billion dollars to be committed
for housing in our cities.

I might say that they are expecting the
Government to show some expression of
good faith in this program. Congress has
approved the program—it is underway—
it should be given a fair trial.

In addition, the law provides that no
rent supplement program will be ap-
proved unless the local community ap-
proves it.

I cannot see in view of the need for
housing why we cannot give private
enterprise an opportunity to participate
in low-rent housing programs, and I
believe that my distinguished colleague,
the gentleman from North Carolina, will
agree with me that our hearings con-
vinced us all that this approach was bet-
ter than public housing.

I have brought this back in disagree-
ment because of the House vote against
it. I favor going back to conference to
try to work out an agreement on some
level of funding to continue the rent
supplement program that now stands
in wide disagreement between the House
figure of zero and the Senate figure of
$40,000,000.

Mr. JONAS. Mr, Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?
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Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. I yield to the
gentleman.

Mr, JONAS. I am sure the gentleman
from Tennessee wants it to be under-
stood by the House that he supports his
own motion but that he opposes the pref-
erential motion offered by the gentleman
from Illinois. His own motion will take
this back to conference where there
will be an opportunity to have a meeting
of the minds and get closer together
than we are as of right now.

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. I will say
that if anybody wants to vote for the
$40,000,000, that is his privilege.

Mr. JONAS. I hope that that is not
true. A vote for the preferential motion
would be a vote——

Mr, EVINS of Tennessee. A vote for
the preferential motion would be to vote
for $40,000,000 and so get together.

Mr. Speaker, I yield myself 2 more
minutes to give the Members of the House
some additional facts.

Mr. Speaker, the $32,000,000 previ-
ously provided for the rent supplement
program has all been committed and
allocated. This covers 451 projects in 304
cities in 47 States. This includes a total
of 47,677 units, of which 15,313 are sup-
plemental.

What I have just given you is the
current status of the rent supplement
program.

I now want to give you a picture of re-
quests for the future that cannot be
funded.
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As of October 20, Friday, of last week,
HUD had applications on file for $13,-
543,000 in rent supplements in projects
for which funds are not available. These
involve 148 projects in 123 cities in 32
States. This backlog includes 15,352
units—of which 15,313 would be supple-
mental.

I am advised that another $7 million
in applications have not reached Wash-
ington.

And so the need is pressing—the need
must be met.

This program offers prospects of play-
ing an important role in the providing
of housing for our cities, large and small.

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. I yield to
the gentleman.

Mr. BOLAND. In response to the in-
quiry made by the gentleman from
Michigan, the distinguished minority
leader, I would point out that the asset
limitation for eligibility for rent supple-
ments is $2,000, and $5,000 for elderly
people, I think the gentleman used the
figure of $25,000. That is way out of line.
The asset limitation is $2,000 and it in-
creases if the individual is in the elderly
category to $5,000.

With reference to the income limita-
tion, as the gentleman from Georgia ex-
plained, it is different in different sec-
tions of the country depending on what
the cost of living might be in a particu-
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lar area. As you know it has been the
highest in New York City. My under-
standing is that there is a limitation
there of about $6,100 for a family of a
mother, father, and five or more children.
The income limitation there could be
about $6,100.

Mr. Speaker, in further response to
the inquiry of the distinguished minority
leader, the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. Gerarp R. Forpl, the hearings
indicate that the asset limitations are
$2,000 on a family and $5,000 for
the elderly and handicapped. This is
total outside assets—liquid and nonliquid.
It also includes the cash value of life in-
surance policies.

With respect to income limitations, the
law provides that the income of persons
whose rents are to be supplemented can
not exceed the limits for public housing—
low-income housing. And those income
limits for public housing are established
by the local housing authorities subject
to HUD review and approval. These in-
come limitations are not, of course, the
same in every geographical area. Income
limitations are higher in high-cost areas.
I will supply for the Recorp a table show-
ing income limits for rent supplement
housing and for section 221(h) rehabili-
tation sales housing for low-income pur-
chasers. I note that the highest income
figure on the list is $6,100 for a family of
seven or more and that area is New York
City.

The table referred to follows:

INCOME LIMITS FOR RENT SUPPLEMENT HOUSING AND FOR SEC. 221(h) REHABILITATION SALES HOUSING FOR LOW-INCOME PURCHASERS, LIST NO. 5

Number of persons in family

State and locality

L

3

. State and locality

o«
~
T

Number of persons in family

... $3,200 $3,200 $3,600 %3

400 3,200 3,500 3

000 3,500 3,700 3

400 3,400 3,600 3,

3,000 3,400 3,600 3,

2,900 3,700 3,500 4

3,000 3,500 3,700 3

3,000 3,700 3,900 4,

3,000 3,500 4,100 4

2,400 3,600 3,800 3,

2,600 3,100 3,300 3

2,600 3,100 3,200 3

3,400 3,400 3,600 3

3,000 3,500 3,800 3,

4,600 5,200 5,800 6

4,400 4,800 5600 5

4,800 5,400 6,000 B,

300 3,300 3,500 3,

000 3,000 3,400 3,

300 3,300 3,500 3,

600 2,600 2,800 2,

,000 3,000 3,200 3

000 3,000 3,500 3,

000 3,000 3,200 3,

Window Rock. 800 3,400 3,700 3,

lagstaft. . oo eoeeee - ,300 3,600 4,000 4,
Arkansas:

Batesville_ . 2,800 3,200 3,300 3

Blytheville._ 2,900 2,900 3,200 3

Fort Smith. 2,500 3,100 3,400 3

3,120 3,120 4,120 4

,000 3,600 3,900 4,

,700 3,100 3,400 3,

L7000 2,700 3,000 3,

2,500 3,100 3,400 3

3,000 3,400 3,600 3

3,000 3,600 4,400 4

2,800 3,500 3,800 4

2,800 3,200 3,600 4

3,000 3,600 4,400 4

2,600 3,400 3,800 4

3,000 3,600 4,400 4,

3,000 3,600 4,400 4

3,000 3,400 3,800 4

3,000 3,400 3,800 4

SS3353888 888335855 £88888888 588 838385583388:2

California—Continued

$3,800 $3,800 §3,800 Oakland_.. .
3,800 3,900 4, 000 Pittsburg._...
4,100 4,200 4,300 Redlands
3,900 3,900 3,900 Richmond. . e
4,000 4,200 4,300 Riverside__..__._..______..
4,200 4,300 4,400 Sacramento_.____
4,100 4,200 4,300 San Bernardino
4,300 4,400 4,500 San Diego._...
4,300 4,400 4,500 San Francisco.
4,200 4,400 4,500 Santa Barbara. i
3,600 3,700 3, 800 SEnle Cogis - 0
3,700 3,800 3,900 San Jose_._. L.
3,900 3,900 3,900 Santa Monic
4,200 4,300 4, 400 Stockton__.
Upland.__
6,400 6,400 6,400 il e eR R LA
6,200 6,400 6, 400 Visalia._ s
6,400 6,400 6,400 Oxnard
Eureka.
3,800 3,800 3, 800 Salinas... o7
3,700 3,700 3,700 San Buenaventura.....____
3,900 3,900 3,900 | Colorado:
3100 3,100 3,100 Canon City.............
3,500 3,500 3,500 Denver.__
3,800 3,800 3,800 Pueblo_ .
3,500 3,500 3,500 Thornton.
3,900 4,000 4,100 Loveland .
4,600 4,800 5000 4T P R )
Connecticut:
3,500 3,600 3,700 Bridgeport
3,600 3,600 3,600 L0 R sl
3,600 3,700 3,800 Danbury....
5,280 5,280 5,280 Farmington
4,200 4,300 4,400 Greenwich......._.._....